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ABSTRACT 

The United States General Accounting Office (GAO) 
studied the processes used by the National Academy of Sciences to 
produce tvo reports on the relationship of diet to health: Toward 
Healthful Diets" (1980), and "Diet, Nutrition and Cancer" (1982). 
Because the reports differed about whether the public could reduc« 
its chronic disease risk through dietary changes, the GAO obtained 
information on the Academy's processes of providing reports in 
controversial areas.^ This report presents information on the range of 
scientific fact and judgment on the relationships of diet to cancer 
and heart disease, outlines the controversies, explains the issues, 
and giving background on the various points of view involved, fhe 
scientific methodology or validity of the reports' recommendations 
were not evaluated for this report. The report's two major sections 
discuss how and why the two reports were developed, and how and why 
the reports are both similar and different. The appendixes include 
comparisons of dietary recommendations made in the reports, as well 
as comments from health authorities. (JD) 
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REPORT BY THE U. S. 

General Accounting Office 



National Academy Of Sciences' 
Reports On Diet And Health- 
Are They Credible And Consistent? 

Two National Academy of Sciences' reports sparked Public contro^ 
versv because they differed about whether the Pub 'C should modify 
its diet to reduce cancer risk. Toward Healthful Diets (1980) 
concluded that no sound scientific basis existed for recommending 
d?etary Changes to reduce cancer risk, while D.et Nutntion. and 
Cancer (1 982) concluded that the evidence indicated a link be^tween 
some dietary components and cancer, and suggested interim dietary 
guidelines which it stated were likely to reduce cancer risk, 

GAO found that different scientists' philosophies about what scien_ 
tifVc evidence is necessary as a basis for providing the pub 'c w> h 
dietary advice to reduce the risk of cancer a rnajor factor in the 
reports' different conclusions and recommendations Also the 
eports are different because they were done for d.f eren purposes, 
or different topics, at different points in time by different groups. 

The Academy has report development processes which a^e <^esigned 
to ensure that all -ts reports are supported by scientific ev.dence and 
Uee from conflicts of interest which might make them »ess credible to 
the public GAO foufHi. however, that the Academy has no formal 
means to clarify sciemists' disagreements for the public^ For this 
reason, the Academy should cofisider making reporting changes to 
aid puhlic understanding 
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Request for copies of GAO reports should be 
sent to:. 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Document Handling and information 

Services Facility 
P.O. Box 6015 
Gaithersburq, Md. '^0760 

Telephone (202) 275-6241 

The first five copies of individual reports are 
free of charge. Additional copies of bound 
audit reports are $3.25 each. Additional 
copies of unbound report (i.e., letter reports) 
and nnost other publications are $1.00 each. 
There will be a 25% discount on all orders for 
100 or more copies mailed to a single address. 
Sales orders must be prepaid on a cash, check, 
or money order basis. Check should be made 
out to the "Superintendent of Documents". 
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and Cancer . This report 

tIor^ihIp-5f diet to cancer, expxaxn« .u« ..=-^^. j^^ involved. It 
background information on the^various^points^ot^^ reports, which 

also 

r«af ^icTaslirt's-^latlonshlp to health. 



d cancer . This report "'"the issuer, and provides 

I such as diet's relationship to health. 
,s agreed -ithyoor off ices unless you public^ 

send copies of this report to the Chairmen, ^House a^^^^^,,„„^ 

committees °" *PP"P^^?^^2Suse cSlittee on Aqriculture, House 
Nutrition, and Forestry (nouoe e.„.»o rommlttee on Govern- 
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REPORT BY THE U.S. GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING OFFICE 



NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES' 
REPORTS ON DIET AND HEALTH- 
ARE THEY CREDIBLE AND 
CONSISTENT? 



DIGEST 

In the fall of 1982, 11 Members of Congress, 
expressing their belief that recommendations to 
the public in the area of diet and health must 
be consistent and credij?le, requested GAO to 
study the processes used by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciencesi to produce two reports on the 
relationship of diet to health: Toward Health- 
ful Diets (1980) and nif>tr Nutrition, and 
Cancer (1982). Because the reports differed 
about whether the U.S. public could reduce its 
chronic disease risk through dietary changes, 
GAO was asked to (M obtain information on the 
Academy's processes of providing reports in 
controversial areas and (2) present the agenda 
of issues and the range of scientific fact and 
judgment on the relationship of diet to cancer, 
outlining the controversies, explaining the 
issues, and giving background on the various 
points of view involved. GAO did not evaluate 
the two reports' scientific methodology or 
assess the validity of the reports' 
recommendations . 

ACADEMY REPORTS PROVED 
CONTROVERSIAL 

Both reports spar}fed controversy among scien- 
tists, public officials, and special interest 
groups holding different views on the issues, 
toward Healthful Diets was criticized by some 
for suggesting that dietary modification was 
not generally of proven benefit for the U.S. 



^The National Academy of Sciences, chartered by 
Congress in 1863 as an official U.S. Govern- 
ment advisor, is a quasi-public honorary 
organization to which scientists are elected 
annually by vote of the membership. The 
Academy provides most of its advice through 
the National Research Council, which can -,aii 
upon respected scientists and engineers, who 
are not necessarily Academy members, to serve 
on volunteer committees. 
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public in reducing the incidence of chronic 
diseases such as heart disease and cancer. 
Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer was criticized by 
others £or suggesting, allegedly without suffi- 
cient scientific evidence, that dietary modifi- 
cations could reduce the risk of cancer (see 
p. 31). Both reports* authors were criticized 
as allegedly having one-sided views of the 
scientific issues involved* (See p. 14.) 

Academy "of ficials are concerned that Academy 
reports are credible to the public and to 
public policymakers, but the Academy's primary 
objective is developing reports that are credi- 
ble to scientists. Scientific and public 
credibility are different issues. According to 
Academy officials, scientifically credible 
reports must be scientifically sound evalua- 
tions of all relevant scientific evidence. 
Credibility does not mean that all scientists 
agree with a report's conclusions. In their 
request letters, the Members of Congress 
expressed their belief that for Academy reports 
to be credible to the public, authors should be 
free from conflicts of interest, reports should 
be consistent with other studies by the 
Academy, and scientific fact and judgment 
should be clearly differentiated. 

Academy officials do not expect its reports 
necessarily to come to the same conclusions 
because scientific evidence is constantly 
changing. Also, where complex scientific 
questions remain to be answered, two groups of 
scientists could review the same scientific 
data and come to different but supportable con- 
clusions. According to Academy officials, this 
is hard to coirmunicate clearly to the public 
which expects clear and absolute answers to 
questions about issues such as diet and health. 

ACADEMY PROCESSES FOR CREDIBLE REPORTS 

According to the Chairman of the Academy Report 
Review Committee, when a report is approved for 
publication the Committee is certifying that it 
is scientifically credible — that the group 
which authored the report was competent to 
address the issuer ^ unbiased in evaluating and 
responsible in interpreting the scientific 
data, and fair in presenting study results. To 
ensure that its reports are scientifically 
sound, the Acadfemy has standard processes for 
phases of report development including : 
(1) review of study proposals, (2) appointment 
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of scientists to study groups, and (3) "view 
of reports. The Academy also has a standard 
process for notifying the news media about 
reports of interest to the public. (See pp. 
8, 12, 20, and 24.) 

GAO believes that the Academy's standard 
processes were followed by the groups which 
authored both inward Healthful Diets and Diet, 
lanfrij-io n. and Cancer . However, GAO notes that 
both report s* press releases contained examples 
of specific foods which were not mentioned in 
Che reports. Controversy about Diet^Nu^- 
tion, and Cancer resulted when this difference 
Was ialled to the public's attention by agri- 
cultural interest groups who disagreed with the 
report's conclusions and guidelines and 
believed that their products were being unfair- 
ly singled out. 

TO better present information in Academy press 
releases and to aid public understanding, the 
Academy President may want to co'Jf^^^^^J^^i!^^' 
inq in press releases that specific food exam 
plls which are not contained in the report are 
given for illustrative purposes. (See p. 28.} 

CONSISTENCY BETWEEN REPORTS 

Toward Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer differed on the issue of whether diet 
changes could reduce chronic disease risk. 
However, according to the reports' authors, the 
fundamental dietary advice about variety and 
moderation provided by both reports is simi- 
lar. The dietary advice in the Academy reports 
is also consistent with dietary advice offered 
by other groups. (See p. 36.) 

GAO noted the following factors that help 
explain why the two reports, while Providing 
fundamentally similar dietary advice, differed 
about the potential for diet changes to reduce 
chronic disease risk. 

Comparability of the two reports 

Academy officials told GAO that the two reports 
are substantially different because th^Y were 
written for different purposes, ^^^^^f ^""^ 
audiences, on different topics, at different 
points in time, and by different groups. 
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Toward Healthful Diets > authored by a task 
force of the Academy's Pood and Nutrition Board 
using Board funds, is a 24~page position state- 
ment which (1) considers diet's relationship to 
five diseases including cancer and (2) makes 
recommendations about what healthy adult Ameri- 
cans should eat to remain healthy. In a 1-1/2 
page discussion, it concludes that no sound 
scientific basis exists for general recommenda- 
tions to modify the U.S. diet to reduce cancer 
risk. The more recent report, Diet, Nutrition , 
and Cancer , drew upon reference material that 
was not available to the earlier study group. 
About one-fifth of the bibliographic references 
in it were dated 1980 or later, after Toward 
Healthful Diets was drafted. Authored by an ad 
hoc committee funded by a National Cancer 
Institute contract, it is a 460-page scientific 
literature review of diet's relationship to 
cancer that suggests interim dietary guidelines 
which it states are likely to reduce the 
public's cancer risk. (See p. 32.) 

Two schools of thought about dietary advice 

Vhe reports represent two schools of thought on 
what scientific evidence is sufficient for pro- 
viding public advice about dietary changes to 
reduce chronic disease risk. According to 
scientists and Academy officials, because 
nutrition science is not developed sufficiently 
to provide all >e answers to questions about 
diet, and no universal standard of scientific 
evidence has been agreed on for making public 
recommendations about diet's relationship to 
health, legitimate disagreements will continue 
to exist. (See p. 43 . ) 

The authors of Toward Healthful Diets believe 
that the U.S. public is generally long-lived 
and healthy, due in part to its good diet, and 
that, as the report states, any dietary changes 
recommended to reduce chronic disease risks 
should be proven safe and effective before they 
are pronounced. These scientists and 
physicians stated that the evidence supporting 
dietary recommendations as a chronic disease 
prevention measure is incomplete, and that some 
risk may be involved when individuals alter 
their diets without medical supervision in an 
effort to prevent specific diseases. 

Although the scientists and physicians who 
subscribe to Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer 's 
approach agree that the evidence is incomplete, 



they believe that chronic -diseases ate a public 
^ ^^S^eyTtS^^a^th ft^f e^ aence 

the action has been identified, and the poten- 
tial benefits are great, then recommendations 
to the public ought to be made. They also 
sLted ?hat people are mak ng changes based on 
past recommendations and living longer. 

GAP observations 

GAO noted that the 1980 "Port did not fully 
document the methodology used to arrive at tne 
conclusions about diet's relationship to 
cSc diseases, nor are the masons for the 
^Cn Academv reports' different conclusions 
about dte^'s relationship to cancer discussed 
?n ?he 1982 report. GAO believes both omis- 
sions contributed to public controversy. 

The Academy has formal means to require 
assessment of whether reports 
qroups are consistent or to explain the sig 
nificance of scientists' disagreements for 
pibiic policy. TO ensure freedom of thought, 
^uthors^of Aiademy reports are g^^^^^^^^^^^, 
discretion to determine how to best present 
their findings. (See p. 33.) 

TO aid public understanding and to Provide a 

on what ^The Acldemy President also 

recommendations, ^ne Acaaemy r^^^ future 
could consider including ^ statement n future 
Dublic reports on topics of major puolic inter 
^st that'Lts out scientists' ^ f 
about what scientific evidence is sufficient to 
provide public advice on topics such as diet s 
Relationship to health. (See p. 46.) 

COMMENTS FROM THE AQ AnFMY AND OTHERS 

rAO obtained comments on this report from the 
Sa?ional Academy of Sciences, the Departments 
of Health and Human Services and Agriculture, 
?L Food and Drug Administration and from 

cirientists responsible for, or 
rnvolierln'thraebate abLt, eacl. Academy 

report. 



erIc ^ 



The National Academy of Sciences, the Depart- 
ments, and the Pood and Drug Administration 
agreed that GAO's report provides a balanced 
discussion on the Controversies and issues 
raised by the two reports. The Academy also 
stated that GAO's suggestions to facilitate 
providing advice and information to the govern- 
ment and to the American public are especially 
useful and will be given careful study. (See 
pp. 28 and 48 and apps. IV, V, VI, and VII.) 

GAO made a number of changes suggested by the 
Academy, by the Departments, and by individual 
scientists (see app. VIII) to improve the 
report's clarity and technical accuracy. 
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Chronic disease 



Clinical inter- 
vention trials 



Diet 



Dose- response 



Epideiaiology 
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GLOSSARY 

a fat found in all body cells which is a 
necessary building block for cell walls, 
is a precursor of hormones such as sex 
hormones and which shares in other essen- 
tial processes. Cholesterol is carried in 

the bloodstream. 1^ i^^r'^^'.^rdie't 
body and also is derived from the diet. 
Cholesterol is found only in food of 
animal origin. The amount of cholesterol 
that is found in the blood is not directly 
proportional to the amount eaten 

disease which persists for "^o"^^^,*^^, ^^^^^ 
in contrast to acute disease which leads 
quickly to recovery or death 

a method of scientific testing using human 
subiects which is used to determine the 
safety anS effectiveness of new drugs and 
other'treatments and to provide scientists 
with basic research information. In such 
studies th^ free-living subjects are 
divided into groups and one or ^ore groups 
are provided treatment and other groups 
are not. At the end of the study the 
groups are compared to determine whether 
the treatment had any effect Clinical 
intervention trials are considered part of 
experimental epidemiology 

the total composition of ingested food, 
including nutrients and non-nutr i t ive 
substances 

a Gradient rejponse where exposure to 
successively slrono^ir doses of a substance 
producef a successively stronger response 

the branch of medical science which uses 
statistical and experimental techniques to 
measure and analyze the ^"^^^^^^^'^ 
bution, and determinates of disease in 
human populations 

experiments conducted by scientists on 
non-human subjects, or on "materials 
removed from humans such as blood. Ihese 
tests include analysis of chemical reac- 
tions in test tubes (in vitro studies) as 

well as analysis Of ^i^^^^^^^^i^^lte'r 
as animals (in vivo studies). Clinical 
invest igat ioTii ^Thumans, for example, in 
hospital metabolic wards, are also con- 
sidered laboratory tests 
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Nacronutrient 



Nutrient 



Nutrition 



Recommended dietary 
allowances 



Risk 



an element that is essential for the life 
of an organism, is required in relatively 
large amounts, and is usually measured in 
grams. Carbohydrates and calcium are 
examples of macronutrients 

a component of food that provides nourish- 
ment for growth, reproduction, and main- 
tenance of the organism 

the science of food and its relationship 
to health, which includes the processes by 
which an organism uses food nutrients to 
maintain the structural and biochemical 
integrity of its cells, thereby ensuring 
the organism's viability and reproduction 
potential 

recommended levels of intake of a number 
of essential nutrients that are considered 
to be adequate to meet the known nutri- 
tional needs of practically all healthy 
people 

as used in this report, risk refers to the 
probability of occurrence of a disease in 
a given population group. This does not 
refer to the probability of any indi- 
vidual's contracting a disease 



CHAPTER 1 



INTRODUCTION 



In the fall of 1982, 11 Members of Congress, expressinq their 
belief that public recommendations in the area of diet and health 
^ust be consistent and credible requested us to studjf 'o%?oduce 
cesses used by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS)' to produce 
two reoorts on the relationship of diet and health: ^oward 
H:alth?urgiets (May 1980) and^Diet, Nutrition, ^nd Cancer (June 
1982). we were asked to ( 1 ) present the agenda of issues and the 
range of scientific. fact and judgment on the "J^^ionsh p of diet 
to cancer, outlining the controversies, explaining the issues, and 
giving background on the various points of view . 
V) obt.in information on NAS' process of P^^f^i"^ reports in 
r^ontroversial areas such as diet's relationship to health. (See 
app . I . ) 

Scientific and public credibility are different issues. 
Scientif!c'credibni?y means, According to NAS' ^eP-,^,^-^- 
mittee (RRC) Chairman, that NAS reports must be scientifically 
sound evaluations of all relevant data, performed by competent 
scientists. In their reauest letters, the Members °f Congress 
expressed their belief that for NAS reports to be ^edible to the 
public, NAS authors should be free from conflicts ^"terest, 
Reports generally should be consistent with f^er NAS reports, and 
scientific fact and judqment should be clearly differentiated. 

The two NAS reports. Toward Healt hful Diets and Diet^Nu^- 
Mon and cancer, appeared to be contradictory because although 
Ihe^^rSvideS fu ndamentally similar <3 ietary, advice, they disagr^^^^^ 
^K^ni- tho notential for reducing the public's chronic disease risk 
bv dietary means. The first report, which made reccuoendations on 
what heaUhy people should eat ?o remain healthy, found no sound 
scientific basis for recommending modifications to the U.S. diet 
to reduce the risk of cancer. The second suggested guidelines for 
diet which the report stated were likely to reduce cancer risk. 

The question of what one should eat to become healthy and 
remain heaUhv is important because diet and nutrition are factors 
In disease as well as health. Diet and nutrition are different 
concepts! Dietis defined as the total composition of food eaten 
including nu^tleits-a component of food such as protein or fat 
that provides nourishment for growth, reproduction, and 
;Sa?ntenance-.and non-nutrients, such ^^^f^^^^^^^^.^^^lJ^s such a's 
taminants such as aflatoxin (a plant mold) and additives sucn as 



lThe National Research Council, under the oversight of the 
National Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of Engineer 
ina and the Institute of Medicine (see p. 3), was responsioie 
for'the two studies discussed in this report. . . ^^^P^^^^^^ 
this report, we refer to this complex of organizations as NAS, 
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food preservatives. Nutrition is defined as the science of food 
and its relationship to health, which includes the processes by 
which a person uses food nutrients. 

Much is known about what people generally should eat to 
remain healthy. However, some scientists believe that developing 
public dietary guidelines is difficult because not all nutritional 
needs are known, and individuals differ in their need for food due 
to factors like heredity, age, and activity level. The dietary 
guidelines offered by a variety of public and private organiza- 
tions sometimes seem to conflict with one another. Because all 
the needed scientific facts are not known and scientists differ in 
their interpretation of scientific data, the field of diet and 
health will remain controversial. 

Toward Healthful Diets was produced by the NAS Food and 
Nutrition Board (FNB). FNB, currently located within the Commis- 
sion on Life Science«%,^ has been a standing NAS committee since 
1940 and in 1943 produced the first U.S. dietary guidance, the 
Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA* ,^ which it periodically 
revises. FNB produces studies in the area of food and nutrition. 
It has a rotating membership of eminent scientists and physicians 
appointed for 3-year terms. 

Toward Healthful Diets is a 24-page position statement which 
makes recommendations on what he.althy people should eat to remain 
healthy. It was written by FNB on its own initiative to reduce 
the confusion in the minds of the public which FNB believed had 
resulted from the many sources of advice available on diet and 
health. It is not an exhaustively documented scientific report. 
It deals, among other issues, with the relationship between diet 
and five diseases: obesity, cardiovascular disease, hypertension, 
cancer, and diabetes. The report makes five dietary recommenda- 
tions for healthy adult Americans to follow (except for pregnant 
and nursing mothers) to improve general nutritional status and 
perhaps prevent or delay the onset of some chronic diseases. The 
report states that the authors believe following the dietary 
recommendations would incur no appreciahde risk. Its authors 



^The Commission on Life Sciences, formerly the Assembly of Life 
Sciences, has as its goals to (1) contribute to the advancement 
of life science disciplines such as biochemistry as well as their 
effective intercommunication, (2) make available the knowledge, 
analytic tools, and methods of life sciences for analyses of the 
nation's major problems and to assist in their alleviation, and 
(3) relate to professional societies in the life sciences. The 
Commission's chairman is, ex officio, a member of all its boards 
and committees. 



^RDAs are recommended levels of intake of a number of essential 
nutrients and are considered to be adequate to meet the needs of 
practically all healthy people. 
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stated that the report advocates moderate diets, In accordance 
with traditional sound dietary practices. 

Diet Nutrition, andCancer is a 460-pacie survey of the state 
of s c ient fic knowledge on diet and cancer ^i^h inter mauidelines 
which if followed, the study states, are consistent with qooa 
nutritonal practices and likely to reduce the risk of cancer. It 
was prepared under contract to the National Cancer Institute 
Tn?!? National Institutes of Health (NIH), Department of Health 
Ind'Humanlervicer'HHS). NCI initiated the study at a time when 
public and congressional interest in the relationship of die^ 
cancer was high. The contract required NAS to (1) perform a com 
p?ehenslve revi;w of the scientific literature P^^^? "^"J^^,^^^^^ 
relationship between diet, nutrition, and cancer, (2) develop 
recommendations related to <3ietary components and nutritional 
factors which could be communicated to the Public, Py°P°^^ 
recommended areas for needed further research. Piety Nutrition, 
and cancer was written by an ad hoc committee of expert scientists 
and physic ians, working under the Assembly of ^^^^^ciences 
(ALS)4 to fulfill the first two objectives of the NCI contract, 
i second volume, niet Nutrition, ^^^^^^^^^^^.'''iff^^^^^^^ 
Research (1983, 74 pp.), was written to meet tne tnira objective. 

THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

NAS is a auasi-public "society ^^^S^'^i'^he ISr^ierLce 

scientific and engineering research dedicated to the f"^^^^""^^ , 
^f science and its use for the general ^J^Jf^":" ^^^3^^%^ 
by the Congress in 1863 to serve as an official adviser to tne 
government' on science and technology issues. 

By authority of its congressional charter, is ultimately 

responsible for the affairs of the overall organization, which 

^fso includes the National Academy °f f g^S^^^^'^Lf^onaJ'pesIar^h 
Jm*-^ nf Mpdioine In 1916, NAS established the National Researcn 
^nuncU (NRC) which performs most of NAS' work. NRC's duties are 
to^st muia?e^:iena?ic research to increase Knowledge |trengthen 
national defense, and contribute to public welfare. It also is to 
^ormuJaie rf^earih projects and <3evelop means of using the ™^ 
trv's scientific and technical resources to fulfill them, promote 
cooperat on n national and international research, rather and 
collatrscientific and technical information and provide it to 
duli accredited people; and bring scientists into active coopera- 
tion with federal departments and agencies. 

A 13-member Governing Board oversees NRC, ^^^P^^ed of six 

members of the Council of the NAS, ^ ^^^^'f^^j^'^^S^^f ^f^?^^^Coun- 
the National Academy of Engineerina, and two members of the Coun 
cil of the Institute of Medicine. The NAS President is the 



4The Assembly of Life Sciences was reorganized on July 1, 19 
It is now the Commission on Life Sciences. 
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Governing Board's chairman as well as NRC chairman, and the 
National Academy of Engineering President is the vice-chairman of 
both the Governing Board and NRC. Each year the Governinq Board 
reviews and approves program activities for subordinate NRC units. 

Most of NAS' work is done through NRC's commissions, offices, 
and boards. Each of these organizations is further subdivided 
into working groups as necessary. These working groups are either 
permanently or temporarily established to report on specific mat- 
ters. As many as 800 temporary working groups may be in existence 
at any one time. Each year about 20 percent complete their tasks 
and disband while an equal number are initiated. 

The following chart depicts NAS' structure. 



— Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and 

Education 

— Commission on Engineering and Technical Systems 

— Commission on Life Sciences (includes the Pood and 

Nutrition Board and the Board on Toxicology and 
Environmental Health Hazards) 

— Commission on Physical Sciences, Mathematics, and 

Resources 

" — Office of International Affairs 

— Office of Scientific and Engineering Personnel 

— Board on Agriculture 

— . Transportation Research Board 



In 1975, the Public Interest Campaign, a nonprofit educa- 
tional and charitable association, sued NAS to compel it to comply 
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with statutesB designed to "open the door" on ^^^^^^^"^ .^^^^il^-^y 

?^2r?^io^^tf;e''Di^rri^^^:rcoi;:birhf!d"?i:t'N^rw^;^;o?i.^o^ern- 

ment agency and that a comr.ittee established by NAS was not a 
SoSernment'^advisory committee covered by those statutes.^ 



Academy membership 

NAS members are drawn from the entire ^cientific community 
New members are elected annually by the membership based on or igi 
nil research contributions to scientific knowledge and profes- 

sfonincSievement'in their scientific ^-<=iPj • .^^nefexce^^ 
a hiqhly prestigious honor bestowed to "^^^nize sustained excep 
tional achievement rather than single accomplishments. 

Staffing 

NRC commissions, offices, and boards for the ";ost part are 
comoosed of volunteer experts from the scientific community. The 
NRC Chairman approves the appointment of the members of commis- 
sions of Mces^boards, and IJorking groups. Membership in these 
oraanizationfis not restricted to NAS members and is drawn from 
academla, indus^rv, and government. Nominations are based on 
distinquished contributions to the field involved, demonstrated 
abUi?^ knowledge, interest, and wilUnqness to e ime to 

the work. The chairman also approves high-level, full time 
staff appointments. 

The NRC Chairman, the Vice-chairman, and the President of the 
Institute of Medicine are the only elected officials who are paid 
nil-time basis. The NRC commission chairmen spend 25 to 33 
percent of th^lrtim; on NRC matters, and the organizations they 
affiliated with are usually reimbursed for their time. As a 
qeneril rifefeach co^ission,^ffice, board, or working group 
member is a Volunteer and receives no compensation for his or her 
se?v"es except for reimbursement of travel or certain other 
expenses . 

AS of June 30, 1983, NAS also had a full-time staff consist- 
ina of 419 professionals and 475 others. The professional staff 
CppCrts the commissions, offices, boards, and working groups by 
performing administrative and other tasks as assigned. 

Funding 

NAS' fiscal year 1983 budget was about $84 million. It 
receives funds from (1) study contracts and grants from federal 
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5The Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S C App 1 (1982), and 
the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 552 (1982). 

6 r,ombardo v. Handler , 397 F. Supp. 792 (D.D.C. 1975). 
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governnients, and private foun- 
dations, (2) donations from private organizations and industry, 
and (3) endowment income. About 80 percent of NAS revenues comes 
from Its contracts and grants with the federal government. NAS 
receives no direct appropriations from Congress although it is 
required annually to report to Congress about its activities. 

Contract funding supports specific projects designed to meet 
the contracting agencies' needs. industry contributes unre- 
stricted funds to support self-initiated studies of national 
problems by NAS. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE. AND METHODOLOGY 

The objective of this study is to examine issues raised by 
T oward Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer , we were 
requested by 11 Members of Congress to ( 1 ) presentThe agenda of 
issues and the rahge of scientific fact and judgment on the rela- 
tionship of diet to cancer, outlining the controversies, explain- 
ing the issues, and giving background on the various points of 
view involved, and (2) obtain information on NAS' process of 
providing reports in controversial areas such as diet's relation- 
ship to health. 

The 11 Members of Congress were Senators J. James Exon, 
Charles E. Grassley, Roger w. Jepsen, and John Melcher and 
Representatives Cooper Evans, Tom Hagedorn, Clint Roberts, Arlan 
Stangeland, Charles W. Stenholm, Tom Tauke, and Charles Whitley 
Representative William F. Goodling also endorsed the request. 

We visited NAS to obtain information on (1) whether it has 
standard processes for appointing balanced committees that could 
preclude undue influence from any direction and for reviewing 
reports and related publications such as press releases to assure 
accurate and fair presentation of committee findings and 
(2) whether the processes were followed in producing both Toward 
Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer . 

we obtained information about how the reports were initiated 
and funded, the study groups were selected, the reports were 
prepared, the reports were reviewed, and the reports were publi- 
cized. We compared the way the reports were prepared to NAS' 
usual processes. We also determined the reports' objectives, 
scopes, and methodologies. 

To present the agenda of issues and the range of opinion 
surrounding the issue of diet's relationship to health, we read 
the two NAS reports, interviewed NAS officials, scientists who 
authored both reports, government and other scientists, and gov- 
ernment officials. We also reviewed literature on the issue of 
dxet and health. 

Our primary source of information was interviews with indi- 
viduals responsible for or involved in the debate about each NAS 
report. We selected .20 scientists and medical doctors to 
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intf-rview because they represented a ranqe of scientific 
nerspectivesrand we were concerned with obtaining a balanced look 

the scientific viewpoints involved. We asked these 
whether they believed (1) the reports were comparable, (2) the 
report^ r^LmmenL^ conflicted, (3) ^he two study qroups w^^^ 

halanppd (4) the two reports were consistent with other diet and 
h^aUh^orts! and (5) Opportunities existed to .pro^^^ 
op<?c; or alleviate public controversy. We asked the scientists zo 
discuss ?ie Issue of cause and. effect in diet's relationship to 
health we also interviewed individuals at HHS and the U.S. 
Department of Aqriculture (USDA) to determine the results of those 
dloartments' reviews of niPt. Nutrition, and Cance r (see app. 
n)! we rlvie^ed documents provided byVs and nd^-f^^^l^' 
well as documents gathered in our search of the literature. 

we examined the similarities and <3ifferences between the 
^i««-;,rv advice provided by each NAS report and compared the advice 
t^d^eLry recommendations provided to the public by other orqan- 
i^^hions Appendix III contains a chart comparing the two NaS 
Jepor?s' 'dietary ad^ with recommendations from H ealthy Peoplfi : 

the luraeon General's Report on H ealth ^ ^^"^f ^/^^ ^"^^^^^^f^^.T 
vention ( 1979); the USDA^HHS jrt Nu^r^^ 
DTiti?^ Guidelines for Americans ( 1980), . the 

tee on^utrition "--.^^^^ ^.^^^^^^ th^Am lri^^n^eart As so- 

Unite d States second edition, 19/7 , ana " ^ wpart Dis- 
ciation's com mittee on Nutrition, Diet, and Coronary "^^^^^'^^^^ 

because it was prepared by a prestigious private qroup. 

our work was conducted fron, January to Because 
NAS is essentially a private enterpr se, °"^^^"^^'°^^,^i;^,„ed 

'Z^' °L^^ou,rthif dl^ Tf^e^cr^rTbtirty II TXZ/..ly 
: se -wheiheHAS^'procedures for iaentifvin, P°t-tial sources 
Of bias and. for "P-t rev ew ^^of thrie^tal^rihat' 

't ^y^S^rfcrr led'ouf ii^lclrdrnrritb NAS procedures Except 
as noted above, our work was conducted in accordance with 
qenerally accepted qovernment auditing standards. 

„. did not evaluate the two studies' ^^i?"""!!:;^^"^"^"'^' 
formed opinions about the issues. 
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CHAPTER 2 

HOW AND WHY THE TWO REPORTS WERE DEVELOPED 



NAS issues about 350 reports per year. NAS has standard pro- 
cesses for report development including study proposal reviews, 
conunittee selection, report review, and publicity. The process of 
collecting and evaluating the data and writing the report is not 
standardized although scientists we interviewed stated that it 
follows generally accepted scientific practices. Report writers 
have the discretion to determine the most appropriate process and 
format for each report. 

Members of Congress, in letters reauesting this study, asked 
us to obtain information on the NAS report development process 
because NAS is an important government advisor, and deficiencies 
in NAS' institutional operation could become deficiencies in the 
public policy process. Both Toward Healthful Diets and Diet , 
Nutrition, and Cancer became the subject of public controversy 
when they were issued because interest groups on different sides 
of the diet and health question and scientists with opposing 
viewpoints criticized them in the news media. The controversies 
raised questions about whether NAS report development processes 
had broken down because the two reports were perceived to be 
contradictory. 

The groups involved in producing both Toward Healthful Diets 
and Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer were judged by NAS and other 
scientists as competent to examine the issues, diligent in carry- 
ing out their tasks, and as interpreting the data reasonably. NAS 
certifies its reports' credibility in approving them for public 
release. 

The NAS processes of appointing individuals to perform the 
work and of reviewing reports are key to NAS' assurance that its 
reports result in good science but cannot assure that NAS reports 
will not be contradictory, that is, that they will be consistent. 
The issue of the NAS reports' credibility is addressed below. The 
issue of consistency is addressed in chapter 3. 

PROJECT INITIATION 

NAS develops reports to fulfill contracts with requesting 
organizations and on its own initiative pursues topics it believes 
need to be studied. About two-thirds of NAS' reports are request- 
ed by federal agencies. The reports' scopes are defined by NAS/ 
agency contracts covering the topics, products, methodologies, 
costs, and other issues. Reports usually are written by NAS ad 
hoc committees established solely for the projects and funded by 
contracts. At times, one of the NAS commissions, boards, or 
offices will examine a topic and draft a report on its own initia- 
tive, sometimes using its own funds. 

NAS' constitution and bylaws provide that, on government 
requests, proposals for investigations or reports shall be sub- 
mitted to the NAS Council, a 17-member executive body, foi- 
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approval. The NAS Council has deiegatea that P^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
the NRC Governing Board. The Governing Board or its Executive 
CoLittee a!so rlviews and approves NRC program activities. 

Both NAS reports originated as study proposals from within 
NAS. ' gn::.!!f Healthful Dilts was internally funded by FNB and 
Diet. Nutrition, and CanEii^ was externally funded by NCI. 

Toward Healthful Diets' initiation 

FNB was established to recommend "^^ans of improving the 
nutrition of the military and civilian populations as the United 
Spates prepared for World War II. FNB traditionally has exercised 
continuing surveillance over nutrition science developments, ini- 
tiating studies, making recommendations, and alerting appropriate 
groups or agencies to needed actions as it deemed appropriate. 

on May 21, 1977, ALS submitted a proposal to the Governing 
Board for FNB to evaluate the Senate Select Committee on Nutrit on 
and Human Needs' Dietary Goals for the United States (Jan 1977) 

for NIH.1 The Governing Board dia not ^PPy^^tno^Lfo Jqae^ted 
Rather than comment on the Senate report, it instead suggested 
fh^f PNB delineate dietary goals for the public. FNB was inter 
es?ed in suc^ a project becluse many questions were raised about 
the adequacy o? the scientific knowledge used in establishing 
Dublic dietary guidelines while it was preparing a report for NIH 
£:;^H?J p.^^Lch Needs for Establishing Dietary Gu i d elines for 
the U.S. Population (1979). 

in addition, FNB members told us that they were concerned 

about the many groups which were -"^^i^g P"''!^^ sSch ls 

=„^oo=fina dietarv changes to prevent chronic diseases, such as 
he!?t duLse o? cance?f and to lead to weight reduction, among 
other titngs! which som4 members believed did not have a sound 
scUntific^basis. FNB was concerned that the public was confused 
by contradictory diet recommendations. 

The former NAS President stated that he also was concerned 
with the numerous contradictory recommendations which were being 
orovided ?o the public. FNB ' s Committee on Dietary Allowances had 
^adpr!or success in analyzing the scientific ^jterature to recom- 
mend^he quantities of a number of essential "^^rients which 
should be eaten (the RDAs); thus, he suggested to FNB that it 
address the question of the desirable pattern of consumption of 
ma^or nutrLnts, analyze all available evidence, and offer the 
public authoritative advice. 

in late 1977, USDA and FNB began negotiations for a contract 
requesting FNB to review the research base underlying tnetarj^ 



iTbe Dietary Goals were perceived as the first nationa government 
dietFry-^Iiid^Tn^is for the public and were controversial The 
cimmUtee revised and reissued the Dietary Goais in Dec. 1977 . 
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Goals and identify those areas in whic"^ (1) firm guidelines can be 
established, (2) provisional guidelines can be recommended, and 
(3) alternative guidelines for different subgroups (such as 
infants and pregnant women) should be considered. The guidelines 
were to include acceptable, though provisional, ranges and levels 
of consumption of substances such as fatty acids, carbohydrates, 
protein, and several other nutrients. These guidelines were to be 
designed for healthy people. Further, USDA asked FNB to identify 
the diet-related public health issues which most urgently needed 
attentipn in developing public dietary guidance. The revised pro- 
posal was approved by the Governing Board as part of FNB's 1979 
annual program plan. 

The proposed USDA/NAS contract offer was withdrawn on 
February 23, 1978. USDA, responding to questions on the matter 
stemming from a special hearing before a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations on July 16, 1980, stated that 
the contract was cancelled because USDA was reorganizing. When 
the USDA contract offer was withdrawn, leaving FNB with no outside 
funds with which to conduct the study, FNB decided that producing 
such a report was important, and at a June 1978 meeting it decided 
to do so using FNB funds. 

Diet, Nutrition^ and Cancer's initiation 

Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer was funded by an NCI contract 
awarded m J une 1980. The initial concept for the study origi- 
nated in the Board on Toxicology and Environmental Health Hazards, 
ALS, from the individual who eventually would become project 
director for the study. Finding that the idea had merit, the 
Toxicology Board suggested development of a formal proposal to 
NCI, representatives of which had also expressed interest. In 
February 1979, NAS submitted for NCI consideration the first of 
three formal study proposals which had been prepared by ALS staff 
with the assistance ot both FNB and Toxicology Board members. The 
proposal subsequently would be approved by the Governing Board. 
The FNB member responsible for evaluating the literature on nutri- 
tion and cancer for Toward Healthful Diets assisted in preparing 
the study proposal. The NAS study was funded under NCI's Diet, 
Nutrition, and Cancer Program, which in 1982 was the responsibil- 
ity of the Division of Resources, Centers, and Community 
Act i vi t ies. 

According to the Division of Resources, Centers, and Commun- 
ity Activities' 1982 Annual Report, nutrition and nutrition- 
related research have been an important part of NCI's activities 
for many years. In response to 1974 amendments to the National 
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rancor Act 2 the Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer Proqram was estab- 
Hshed within NCI tc develop and dissen,inate information related 
to the role diet and nutrition in the cause and prevention of 



cancer . 



There has ^-" -Uinuing congressional jnterest^in jMs 
mil: c°oirt^t:rL'A,r!c'uitSrlY-"^"°"' T^/rllllllu T'^cT. 

According to the Director, Division of Resources, Centers and 

Ccmunity Activities, NCI the |f ^i^.^^.^^/J^.^ffic inf^r^i- 

consensus in the scientific community that the scientitic ^n^"'^'"'* 

aon Sn die? and cancer ^-\--°\^-ir'arolt'To review'th: 
appropriate ^-J ^igh- evel ^|i-^i^,%f ° 'relationship 

^betwefn dfet^a^flancert^To ^chiSve'thls .oal, NCI awarded NAS a 
contract to develop the report Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer . 

According to NCI officials, the Diet; ?"trition, and Cance . t; 
ftccorainy research priorities and guide planning 

obtaining better information about what the U.S. public eats. 

The NCI contract was a noncompetitive procurement. However, 
beforftwardinrthe contract, NCI Pf l^^Sctobe '°6"tl79?"and in 

?^^r^f!SfX^?S^Si;r ^el^ln^^d!^ SSf ^oun^^th^rt^- be 
unqualified after evaluation. 

in Aorll 1980, NAS submitted its final study P^^^^^''^^ ' JJ"/ 
proposal underwent' review by the NCI Technical Review Comnuttee. 



2NrT was required by the National Cancer Act Amendments of 1974 
mtiri of Public'Law 93-352, July 23, 1 974 ) to P^°-f 
contract for a program to disseminate and interpret, on a current 
basis for practitioners and other health professionals, 
scientists, and the qeneral public, scientific and other 
rnrotmrtio^ respectinq the causey P^^^^^ -d^^^^, 
treatment of cancer. ^CI was required by tn 95-622, 

^v 7l)To"co!Jrct?'a yze aid dLseminate information 

(iniludinrinfotmation r;specting nutrition programs for cancer 
oatientc and the relationsWp between nutrition and cancer) 
use ul In ?he prevention, diagnosis, and treatment ot cancer. 
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The contract was let in June 1980. The project was to cover the 
period from June 10, 1980, to June 9, 1983, and funds required 
were estimated at about $1 million. The contract required NAS to 
(1) review the state of knowledge and information pertinent to 
diet/nutrition and the incidence of cancer, (2) develop a series 
of recommendations related to dietary components (nutrients and 
toxic contaminants) and nutritional factors which could be com- 
municated to the public, and (3) develop a series of research 
recommendations related to dietary components and nutritional 
factors and the incidence of cancer. 

Although both FNB and the Toxicology Board were involved in 
developing the study proposal, the Governing Board placed the ad 
hoc study committee directly under ALS for oversight. 

Two individuals serving on FNB during the time the Diet , 
Nutrition, and Cancer proposal was being developed told us that 
they refused to conduct the study within FNB because it required 
public dietary recommendations. They did not believe such public 
health recommendations were an appropriate objective for a con- 
tractual agreement because the scientific evidence should deter- 
mine whether or not recommendations could be made. They stated 
that they did not believe that l^CI viewed recommendations as 
optional. However, NCI acted within its authority as the 
contracting agency in setting this contract objective. 

COMMITTEE SELECTION 

Almost all NAS studies are performed by ad hoc committees. 
The committees are composed of scientists from academia, industry, 
and the government who are selected for their professional 
qualifications and knowledge. Observers have stated that the 
members of NAS committees are among the best minds in science. 

NAS uses committees to prepare reports because it believes 

that when the proper mix of viewpoints and scientific disciplines 

is selected, a committee can provide a better, more extensive, and 

more thorough study than any one or two scientists can accomplish. 

The initial search for committee members begins with the cog- 
nizant NAS commission, board, or office deciding what scientific 
disciplines need to be represented, depending upon the study's 
scope and objectives. Names of potential committee .nembers are 
sought from NAS professional staff members who follow the scien- 
tific literature, from other knowledgeable individuals in the 
subject area, and from professional scientific organizations. NAS 
staff asks potential members for any public statements they have 
made which might indicate a bias on the subject to be studied. 

From this list, potential committee members are selected by 
the cognizant staff based on the staff members' knowledge in the 
specific scientific fields necessary to develop the report. The 
staff prepares a list of first choices and alternates which is 
reviewed within the commission. The chairman of the commission 
sends the final list to the NRC Chairman for his approval. After 
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the ti.al selections have been made each -"^^^^^^^^ .^^^^^t"""^" 
to determine whether he or she is willing to participate. 

ence on appointments. 

p r ocedures t o protect agai nst bias 

NAS has conflict of interest procedures which must be 
followed by all NAS working groups. N^S ^^^"^'^^f^^^^^ Hi TiHtX 
[Von ot bias will be raised formally ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^equenUy ^han 

in addition, working group members ""^ 

which the committee member or ^^^{"^^^^P"''^. . member is a 

have financial interest; organizations in ^^'J^^ . ^^^^^^^^ur^^ of 

-.bt^r^trtem^n^rorthr^o^L-to^^^^^pt n Lr:e 
h'^j^j'i^ r fpfrrr-the 

-TheL-tL^I "?i:1^.°s cfn^id^n^tara^f ^e were 

not permitted to review them. 

According to its manual, NAS believes that the q^J^stion o£ 
possiblc bias 1. of particular concern in conunittees th" deal 

'-tr"rr:g::rntirirt^:^^1a^:^:iindi:|: ^Isf^^onlro- 
rei:i:^.ai^ra rr i g.ents and social 

^r^rt^d^L ^::ar^ra" tL^i^In'tiLable i-^jviduals with the 
n..cessary competence have a background =°"«^«"ng of ^^P^^^^^f 
connections that constitute or an be cons rued^b othe^^^^^ 

U^r^n^'rn^ld^s'orthe^c^urstion m order to Obtain balanced 

v.-( >iain i t. tees . 

Th. author, of Diet_^Nu«it^iU_«Sd.-£^ 
: . IL Mtq uroces"5Te"fcFibed above. Toward_Healthf ul Die_ts 
^'ulo, af ^Nfme^bers! had already submittPO bias statements 

^^;rw.rrr:n^^g^sSpru ra'i! are 7f^i:jf?ir^^ 

,r 1 1 I .• 1 zed ai; being biased. It is aouor.tui . a y 
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to completely preclude criticism of NAS committees' composition 
when conclusions resulting from the work are controversial. 

Selection ojE the groups which 
prepared the two reports 

FNB established a six-member task force of fnb members to 
prepare Toward Healthful Diets . According to NAS officials, 
establishing task forces for a specific purpose under a standing 
board was uncommon but not unheard of. The task force's composi- 
tion changed over time. The task force also had one NAS profes- 
sional staff member whose responsibilities were to support task 
force members, for example, by editing the report. 

After Toward He althful Diets was published, FNB's composition 
was criticized by consumer interest representatives and in the 
news media. Several of FNB's members had received research grants 
or were consultants with food industry companies. According to 
NAS officials, receipt of such funds does not necessarily bias 
scientists' opinions. NAS knew of these industry ties when FNB 
members were appointed. NAS appointed them because of their 
excellent research records. 

The authors of Toward Healthful Diets also were criticized by 
consumer interest representatives-' for bias toward the agricul- 
tural industry because of the committee's composition and the 
manner in which it addressed the; issue of dietary fat and heart 
disease. Although they did not believe the criticism was justi- 
fied because FNB members are eminent and respected, NAS officials 
wanted to alleviate even the appearance that a work group might be 
"one-sided" in its views of the scientific issues, in September 
1980, NAS revised its Manual on Appointments and Nominations to 
require that standing boards' memberships be reviewed to determine 
that members are "suitable in every way" to undertake a study not 
included in the board's prescribed task when the board was origi- 
nally selected. 

According to NAS officials, the controversy engendered by 
Toward Healthful Diets made NAS especially sensitive to the issue 
of balanced group memberships on studies about diet and health. 
^'O'^ Diet^ Nu tri tion, and Cancer > committee member affiliations and 
interests are included as an appendix to that report. 
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^FNB's Consumer Liaison Panel was a group of individuals who 
worked with FNB from 1974 to 1980 to represent consumers' view- 
points to FNB. In a 1980 letter to the NAS President, the Con- 
sumer Liaison Panel Chairman stated that the panel was resigning 
because of differences over Tow ard Healthful Diets . The panel 
objected to some FNB members' food industry affiliations; the way 
in which the report was publicized; the lack of epidemiologists 
on FNB; and the report's recommendations that contradicted the 
r-icommendations of other organizations. 
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Th. Diet Nutrition, and Cancer Committee was a 13-member ad 
.00 co!^ittee'se?rcted specificaUy to P^^P-,^ « Te^r ou.ht 
According to the NAS project ^^^ector, nominacionb . ^ 

dent. According to the P^^J®^^^„.i biochemist . many changes were 
-ir?r^t.rfil;ar:iLnarirn^!^Tn^Nnr.rr Urve^d on the nnal 

committee. 

cancer. According the project director If ^^^^ 

large. This was not believed to be necessary. 

The ad hoc con^ittee which produced g iet . Nutrition a n.^^ ^ 
cancer was criticized by agricultural interest repress 

"^iS^f s^ientfstTrloof te^Snoflgut lami?iar with , how 
include a food scientist or 100 -tates, nor did it include, 
food is processed in «^he Onited States, ^^^j, providing 

according to critics, a """ition exP^" that she 

public dietary 9"idance. The NAS project airec .^^^^ 
does not believe suih ^"ticism is justifiea oe „ 
raittee members were familiar with Providing P^^^J^^^t^er nutri- 
including one expert in """itjon education and tw .^^^ ^^^^ 

l^l^ tl ra;ers°to"?S^co^ittee as needed. 

The committee also had a f-" J^-^f, g^f ftlfr^embers 

REPORT PREPARATION 

Each committee determines the way 1" f^^^^^i^.hoigh^sclentists 

address the literature and P"P"« ?ed AcientiEic 

Whom we interviewed stated that genera yaccep^ ^^^.^^ 

!---:„tL^f ro ;ho t st-y stnrio%L"s?:d- 

ro^pic!-^^o''rc??"^i: mr„= i^form^^^ 

evaluation, and report ^ing. The informat y discus- 

usually inclades ^^^^^^^"^^^^^'"tee meetings. Sometimes public 

^\"?.Srs rnrro^^shopf aJe^^id^trnir^^^ --e.s to 
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obtain information from researchers which has not yet been pub- 
lished and to learn of views held by other interested parties such 
as consumer or industry groups. 

After the committee develops the report outline, the report 
may be written by one member, members may divide up into subcom- 
mittees to write report segments, or individual members may each 
write segments depending upon where their expertise and interest 
lie. Once a draft is prepared it may be mailed to all members for 
comment and debated at committee meetings. Often segments are 
rewritten during committee meetings. 

How committees evaluate the data before them and arrive at 
judgments is a crucial point in NAS report preparation. The 
methodology agreed upon to review studies, the criteria agreed 
upon to weigh the evidence, and the consensus about what conclu- 
sions can be based on available data and what will be based on the 
committee's judgment are activities which form the basis for 
resulting reports. We discuss these issues on pages 38-46. 

All committees seek consensus about what the scientific data 
mean and what conclusions can be drawn, but dissent is allowed 
when the scientists cannot all agree. When a minority of the com- 
mittee holds views that differ substantially from those of the 
majority, and consensus cannot be reached, the minority is given 
the option to prepare a minority statement. A minority opinion 
can be denoted by adding a footnote to the text stating that not 
all committee members agree on a specific point, or by including a 
statement of the dissenting members* views. Neither Toward 
Healthful Diets nor Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer includes a 
minority statement. 

Preparation of Toward Healthful Diets 

The former NAS President estimated that Toward Healthful 
Diets cost $10,000 to prepare. Due to its limited funds, FNB 
could not prepare an in-depth study of all diet/health relation- 
ships as it had originally envisioned. During a June 1978 meet- 
ing, FNB established the initial six-person task force on 
guidelines for a healthful diet and agreed on an initial outline 
for the report. 

The task force was responsible for reviewing the scientific 
literature and preparing sections of the draft report. Each 
member was to research and draft a paper on one of the topics from 
the outline that fitted his or her expertise and interest. The 
initial topics were: a general introduction to the subject of 
diet and health? energy, obesity, and weight control; the RDAs 
expressed in terms consumers could understand; heart disease, 
hypertension, atherosclerosis and diet? and cancer and diet. 

A computerized literature search was done to provide the task 
force with a list of current studies. The task force chairman 
estimated that 400 scientific papers were reviewed. As report 
section drafts were prepared they were circulated to the other 
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tasK -be.s ana aiscu^^^^^^^ 

because funds were l^"'^"'^-„S""?|29''"2he £irst report draft was 

t-hrouah 10 revisions before it was ap^^tuvcw j 

me»be? FNB and entered the NAS report review process. 

According to the F«B « "tSI"'Die?t was scfenults, 

chairman, the audience T"'?"^^ "SIda extensl ou agents, and 

for the general reading public. 

a;*ve the report a consistent style. He aiso co"t«x « 
Reviews and^made revisions as he considered necessary. 

prp p^^ration of Diet. Nutrition, ar>d Cancer 
-dip?eri;at rL rdietar.^^^^^ 

developing cancer, and the secon ^ .^^ ^^j.^ to increase 

community about useful ^^"^^^°2f . ion and Cancer jDirections 

knowledge in this ^^^f ' ^i^f^^^f^H^^f ^u the second 

for Research was published in 1983 to ruitixA 

requirement. 

in a letter responding to NCI comments on its proposal for 
the work, NAS stated that 

The preliminary nature of the available 

.^fir^atiln [on diet and cancer] ."^^^^ ^"^^^3^ 
. . does not diminish the size of the -data base 
or preclude the necessity to review and assess it, 
but rather only makes it more difficult to reach 
nrm conclusioL ... The ^^^^^roversial and con- 
tradictory nature of reports m this J-^^erature 
mandates a critical assessment and substantial 
discussion— both of which require time. 

per this reason, among others, the first report took 2 years. 

According to the Chairman, ^^f ' ^^^^^^^^^^^^.f.aUrto thf 
mittee members devoted approximately 10-30 days annually 
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'^^^ conunittee met W times between Axiqnst 1980 and June 
1982 when the first report was published. According to the NAS 
study proposal, while the committee of volunteers would deliber- 
ate, make all decisions, and write the final report, all the 
administrative work and the background work on scient;Lfic matters 
were the responsibility of naS staff. The administrative work 
included (1) organizing and managing the study, (2) organizing 
meetings and report*? of meetings, (3) preparing progress reports, 
4 supplying scientific papers, reports, and information, - 
(5) managing finances, (6) procuring documents, (7) editing, pre- 
paring, and publishing all documents, and (8) searching the 
literature, collecting data, preparing preliminary analyses of 
reports and data from research studies, and preparing background 
papers on scientific issues. 

The committee held its first meeting on August 20-21, 1980 
During this meeting the members discussed the committee's charge 
(as designated by the contract), a rough outline of the report! 
means of obtaining literature, and plans for a public meeting to 
be held in November 1980. it also determined which members were 
interested in working on subgroups to examine selected topics. 

According to NAS progress reports to NCI, the committee 
reviewed the literature on the subject of diet, nutrition, and 
cancer from 1940 to 1982, focusing especially on the period from 
1960 onward. NAS staff periodically provided computerized lists 
Of scientific papers which had been published within this time 
frame. Scientists serving on the committee also provided research 
studies they believed were relevant. The committee members 
reviewed several thousand papers and selected those studies that 
would form the basis of committee conclusions. Of these, 1,738 
citations were listed in the report. 4 The committee divided into 
subgroups to work on report sections. 

The committee sought varying viewpoints on the diet and 
cancer issue and on the issue of public recommendations, it held 
a public meeting in November 1980 to obtain information from 



4a private consulting firm was hired by the American Meat insti- 
tute and the National Livestock and Meat Board to independently 
review the dietary recommendations of Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer. They concluded that the committee had conducted a thor- 

epidemiological studies published between 1960 
concluded that (1) the data currently avail- 
able would not support any recommendation for a reduction in meat 
consumption, but that it seems prudent to reduce meat's fat con- 
tent, (2) the results of studies associating frequent consumption 
of salt-cured or smoked foods with increased • risk of certain 
cancers in some parts of the world do not appear applicable in 
the U.S. where typical processed meats, with few exceptions, are 
not salt-cured, and (3) the NAS' recommendation to reduce fat 
consumption is prudent. (See app. Ii.) 
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• ..i.^. r,„hlic interest group representatives, government and 
£:irind"«ro«lciarsrthe\ed?„ La private citizens. 

in addition to the public meeting, the committee ^P°n^°^|f 

two scientific conferences in «""^ «'^-'"ich 9, miV one 
conference on Diet, """ition, _and dancer on March 9,^^ 

^S^itUe'^^^lgfetl Ve'^A:reltll ^."^ aiff;rent points of 
view about diet, nutrition, and cancer. 

At the fourth meeting f =°7fi'3ruU%he"issue'orwhen 
Rockefeller university was i?'i"^^'^°^"°diet's relationship to 
scientific data support conclusions a^out diet ^ re ^^^^ 

health, based Pa^t°°"«r^r«"klhirtrthe LtUolo|y of 

l;%ZTT.llt.r^ roire?pre=t?;:g%J.e 'rlLlU If epidemiological 
Studies. 

according to the pr03>ct director, co^it^ 
^c^^^^tfel^m^^bers^ Tcf r^?nf £ th^^^^^^^^ 

the coHUKittee discussed possible °°"=i^^^°S^rtng mid-point and 

'iVorlZVlt IT. ^ci:SrtUe^Srirra'n!"thrc^mmittee spent the 
ITsl meeting on the report's executive summary. 

The committee debated and reached ^""^^-^."Inter^ iewed""" 
guideline. The committee chairman and members ^^nted making 
Itated that if the scientific evidence had not warra 

interim 9-i<^«li''«^'^''«Sne member notel that there Sere several 
contract requirement. O"?.™^"""" ""debated, but for which the 
nutrients for which f^^t .^ricientiftc evidence was insuffi- 
commlttee concluded that the scientiiic e committee 
cient This report was approved unanimously oy 
members before entering report review. 

recording to the project director and the <^^^J^^' 
ni.t , Nutrition, and C^""^? - .° researchers in the 

^C7^7^^:^rlc\lrr^l "vel of language were 
detetiinea by the needs of that audience. 

ic r^^no ahbreviated version 

The report's "ff i^^^^^/^hlKLarizer?^ commit- 
o£ the report P«"""t,^^.f^P^^^„ie ii reviewed) was directed to 
tee's judgment about a^^.the evidence i^ mtended to be 

a slightly different audience but also was not ^^^^^^^ ,he 

:-^rt;vrLrarrwrs^ i^r ^ e ;to ritiL 

:!fn ^a:ei7rnd"the'scitrtl?!c^redn!"rhe"committee believed that 
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these groups would translate it for the public as they saw fit 
because one of the reasons NCI contracted for the report was to 
provide it with information which it could then provide to the 
public. 

Executive sununaries have been in use for some time by some. 
NAS groups, according to the Assistant to the NAS President. The. 
official told us that in the late 1970 's NAS began a conscious 
effort to encourage the use of executive summaries so that busy 
readers could have a document that is easy to read that makes 
study findings and recommendations easy to find. NAS does not 
employ a standard report format, however. 

Scientists and agricultural interest group representatives 
who disagreed with Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer about the strength 
of the scientific evidence supporting its conclusions and interim 
guidelines alleged that its executive summary is misleading 
because it does not accurately portray statements made in the 
technical section. We found that the executive summary's state- 
ments about committee conclusions almost exactly repeat the lang- 
uage found in other sections of the report. The report's authors 
told us that the summary is not intended to stand apart from the 
rest of the report. In the executive summary the Diet, Nutrition 
and Cancer Committee discusses its judgments about what the scien- 
tific data mean for the U.S. public's dietary habits and formu- 
lates interim dietary guidelines. As we discuss in chapter 3, 
significartt disagreement exists about whether or not current 
scientific evidence supports dietary guidelines to reduce chronic 
disease risks. 

REPORT REVIEW 

Report review, or peer review, is a process used in both the 
natural and social sciences to obtain a critical review of scien- 
tific work. Different types of reviews are used for different 
purposes, but they generally follow the same baaio principles, 
according to the former NAS RRC Vice-Chairman : (1) scientists 
prepare detailed critiaues of the product, (2) the critiques are 
provided to the project's author, and (3) reviewers' comments are 
anonymous. 

Review is commonly used by agencies which give out research 
grants, such as the National Science Foundation or NIH, to deter- 
mine which researchers' proposals should be funded. Review also 
is used by scientific journals to judge articles submitted for 
publication to determine whether they are factual, logical, and 
supported by the evidence. 

Report review is a crucial element in the publication of NAS 
reports. Review is performed so that final reports not only 
represent the considered opinion of the authoring committee but 
also carry the authority of the institution as a whole. Since 
1970, NAS has had a standing RRC charged with assuring "the high- 
est scientific and expository standards" in NAS reports. Each 
report is reviewed by the cognizant NAS commission before pub- 
lication. Before 1981, RRC at times appointed its own review 
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committee to perform a second review for reports dealing with 
particularly sensitive or complex topics The two "views now are 
combined, but RRC appoints one of its members to monitor the 
repor^r^view process and may add members to the review panel. If 
RRC is not satisfied with a review, it may also appoint its own 
panel. According to the RRC Executive Director, RRC works with 
Lmmissions to oversee review procedures. It "^^^ ^^^f V 
involved with between 50 and 60 particularly sensitive reports in 

a year. 

According to the RRC Chairman, each NAS committee has a 
^ unique approach to the issues before it. Each committee may be 
more or less comfortable with scientific uncertainty. RRC s goal 
Ts to ensure that despite the differences, the resulting reports 
are scientifically sound. 

NAS report review follows the standard scientific review 
practice by { 1 ) selecting knowledgable reviewers who have not been 
involved in the report's preparation and who are -perceptive 
critics with exper? generL knowledge in the ^J^if ' " f 
necessarily specialists in the report's subject matter, (2) pro 
v!d!ng resulting critiques to report authors for their considera- 
tion, and (3) protecting reviewers' anonymity to ensure their 
candid opinion. 

NAS report reviewers are selected by the commission which 

sponsored the study, subject to RRC °^«"igh^/"^,,^PP^°;;ti:ers are 
Reviewers with divergent viewpoints are sought out. ^^^lewers are 
^:L™%.M^d.lines for Revi ew of Reports which directs them to 
consider TTT^ther a report's conclusions and recommendations 
derLe from Adequate data, (2). whether there is evidence of bias, 
(3) whether the report appears to be complete, f ' 
sive to the charge given to the committee, and (4) whether the 
presentation is clear and concise. 

According to the RftC Chairman, these considerations are 
directed to the report's credibil ity—i .e . , is it gq$)d science, 
does it provide a Reasonable interpretation of the data which can 
stand un?il better information is obtained, and is 
Scientists in the field. The report is not reviewed for consist- 
ency with oJher NAS reports. Science is «l-«y^ ^1 ' 'wav^a^ 
scientific problems cannot always be addressed in the same way as 
earlier problems were addressed. Also, scientists may find the 
report credible, even though they may disagree with its mterpre- 
tation of the data. 

RRC works to resoJve disputes between reviewers and authors. 
According to the RRC Chairman, on argued points, authors have the 
benefiJof the doubt. If differences between the ^^^lewers and 
authors cannot be reconciled with RRC ^^^^^^^^^^^ ' f ^ J"^"^,.,. 

dent has ultimate decision authority. According to the RRC Execu 
tive Director, such interventions are rare. 

Because the NAS report review process is confidential to pro- 
tect the reviewers' anonymity, we were not perm-itted to review the 
report review files on TLard_ Heal thf ul Die ts or Diet , Nut rition, 

er|c 2^ ^5 



and Cancer to ascertain whether or not reviewers held viewpoints 
different from report authors'. The RRC Executive Director pre- 
pared a chronology of the two reports* reviews so that we could 
determine that both reports followed the NAS report review pro- 
cess. We did not assess independently the adequacy of the report 
authors' responses to review criticisms. 

The review of both Toward Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutri- 
tion, and Cancer followed the usual NAS report review process. 
Both were reviewed by reviewers selected by ALS with RRC over- 
sight. Toward Healthful Diets was reviewed by four scientists and 
four individuals from FNB liaison panels, and Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer was reviewed by nine scientists, as well as by FNB. 

According to the former RRC Vice-Chairman , who was involved 
in both reports' reviews, the reports' conclusions and recommenda- 
tions or interim guidelines are supported by the evidence, both 
reports address the objectives they were designed to meet,^ and 
both are balanced. 

Toward Healthful Diets' review 

On November 16, 1979, the NAS Division of Biological Scien- 
ces, an ALS subunit of which FNB was a part, sent draft copies of 
Toward Healthful Diets to RRC. Because the review process is 
handled for authoring committees by a person not directly involved 
in the work, the Director of the Division of Biological Sciences 
coordinated the review of Toward Healthful Diets . The coordinator 
acts as the review panel chairman. According to the RRC Executive 
Director, the former RRC Chairman and Vice-Chairman read the 
report and decided not to conduct a formal, separate RRC review. 
The former RRC Chairman indicated that he wished to see reviewer 
cominents, however. 

The responsibility for selecting report reviewers was 
assigned by RRC to ALS because, according to the RRC Executive 
Director, RRC believed that group would be in a good position to 
find reviewers. According to the Executive Director, th6 eight 
reviewers consisted of four outside scientists, two people repre- 
senting the FNB Industry Liaison Panel, and two people represent- 
ing the FNB Consumer Liaison Panel. 

According to the RRC Executive Director, reviews were 
received from six individuals. The FNB task force chairman stated 
that the consumer panel also provided both oral and written report 
comments to FNB which were considered but which were not signifi- 
cant to the scientific issues. However, the comments from the 
Consumer Liaison Panel are not part of RRC records. 

According to the former RRC Vice-Chairman, Toward Hiealthful 
Diets was reviewed by clinical nutritionists who would have under- 
stood that the position statement was presenting the views of 
clinical nutritionists, who prescribe diets for people, about the 
need for common sense and flexibility in designing diets to fit 
people's differing needs. He also stated that nothing in the 
ciocument was scientifically controversial. 



Accord inq to the FNB task force chairman and the FNB Execu- 
tive ^ Secretary , the task force did not hold a meeting to respond 
to reviewer comments; revisions were handled by telephone and 
mail. The chairman said the reviewer comments were not critical 
of the report, except for those by the Consumer Liaison Panel. 

Although we did not have access to RRC files of comments, 
T oward Healthful Diets was publicly criticized after its release, 
including criticism fr om a former Consumer Liaison Panel Member, 
as discussed on pp. 31 and 40 and in app. II. 

The Director ©f the Division of Biological Sciences sent 
review comments to the RRC Chairman who examined them and, m 
February 1980, decided that RRC need take no ^^Jj^er action. 
Also, according to the RRC Executive Director, the former NAS 
President closely followed the report's development because of his 
interest in the work and his expertise in the area. 

Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer's review process 

Because Toward Healthful Diets sparked public controversy 
about NAS reports on diet*s relationship to health, according to 
the RRC Executive Director, RRC members were aware ^^^^.^i^^'. ^ 
Nntriti on. and Cancer 's initiation that the report would require 
gl^frr tt^ntion. The draft report, including the ^J^<=^tive^^,^m~ 
marv. was sent to reviewers on February 1, 1982. RRC appointed 
its monitors to represent RRC and supervise the review P^o^ess. 
The RRC monitor reviewed the panel selected by the ALS chairman 
and did not appoint additional reviewers. FNB was also asked to 
conunent. 

Because Di et. Nutrition, and Cancer was an important project, 
the Chalrman,-ALst^cted as the review coordinator to work with 
the authoring committee. 

Nine reviewers and FNB responded with comments. FNB comments 
were critical of the report, according to two FNB members whom we 
interviewed. The RRC monitor forwarded a memo to the ALS review 
coordinator with his analysis of major review points and also 
informed the RRC Chairman. The ALS review coordinator assessed 
the review points, and through the Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer 
oroiect director, the committee chairman received both the coordi- 
nI?or's assessment and review points (including FNB's), organized 
by chapter. 

The committee met in March 1982 to discuss review points and 
to revise the report. The project director then provided the RRC 
monitor with a point-by-point written discussion of ^ow review 
comments were incorporated into the report. On March 30, 1982, 
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the RRC monitor recommended to the RRC Chairman that the report 
was ready to be prepared for publication* 

Although we did not have access to RRC comment files, Diet , 
Nutrition, and Cancer was publicly criticized after its release, 
including some FNB members' criticisms, as discussed on p. 32 and 
in app. il. 

REPORT PUBLICITY 

The NAS Office of Information prepares press releases and 
informs the news media when l^AS reports are published. The Office 
was involved in publicizing both Toward Healthful Diets and Diet , 
Nutrition, and Cancer . NAS as a matter of policy reserves the 
right in its contractual agreements with the government to publish 
reports which result from stu^3ies it performs. According to NAS 
officials, government departments and agencies generally do not 
provide contract funds to support report publication and 
distribution. 

The Office arr^inges for news media coverage of reports it 
considers newsworthy and answers inguiries from the public and the 
news media. The Office follows ongoing studies through a 
report-status reporting system. After the Office decides that a 
report will be of interest to the general reading public, it works 
with NAS scientific staffs to decide jointly what kind of public- 
ity the report should be given. 

According to the Director, Office of Information, the 
Office's function is not to promote NAS reports as a public rela- 
tions office might do but "to offer newspaper-like language to 
national news media, which accurately portrays the scientific con- 
tent of reports." According to the Director, approximately 60 to 
90 press releases are prepared annually while perhaps 10 reports, 
because of their high public interest, will be accorded a press 
conference or dinner symposium where individuals, such as Members 
of Congress and interested government officials, Are invited to 
hear a report discussed prior to release. 

Working with a draft report. Office of Information staff 
draft press releases, working either alone or with the assistance 
of the authoring committee ocaff. Press releases are written to 
emphasize what the general reading public will find interesting 
about the report. Thus, they do not always exactly repeat the 
report's language. At times, notes are prepared for the Office of 
Information writer by the technical/scientific staff to emphasize 
what they think is important. 

Press releases do not go through the processes administered 
by NAS to ensure that reports are scientifically credible. How- 
ever, a week or so before a NAS report is scheduled for release, 
the draft press release is sent to the NAS staff of the ad hoc 
coirmittee which authored the report for technical review to ensure 
its accuracy. The committee staff officer and, at times, the com- 
mittee chairman review the press release for technical accuracy 
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and content. The executive director of the sponsoring NAS commis- 
sion also reviews releases from the standpoint of technical accu- 
racy and institutional policy concerns. The full authoring 
committee does not review the press release, according to the 
Office Director, because the chairman has the authority to speak 
for the committee. If the press release concerns a ma^or national 
policy issue or if he has taken personal interest in the project, 
the NAS President may review the press release also. 

According to the Office Director, NAS press conferences are 
managed so that the news media are assured of receiving accurate 
information about NAS reports. Press conferences are by invita- 
tion only. Journalists who are invited must be accredited, i.e., 
working full time as a journalist for an open circulation Publica- 
tion, although sometimes free-lance journalists attend also, ine 
Office may invite representatives of special interest groups to 
attend the press conference as observers. Observers who are not 
accredited journalists are not allowed to participate in Ques- 
tions. The Director stated that this policy is intended to pre- 
clude use of the press conference, as a forum for making a 
statement. 

Before the press conference, according to the Director, 
Office of Information staff sit down with members of the report 
committee to prepare the scientists to answer questions from the 
press Information Office staff make an effort to ask questions, 
however critical, which the press could be expected to ask. 

After a report is released, the Office follows up resulting 
stories to track what the media are saying. According ^o the 
Director, if NAS studies are being misrepresented, NAS^will write 
letters to the editor or, at times, the Director may phone the 
reporter to clarify the issue. 

The NAS press activities for ooth Toward Healthful Diets and 
Diet. Nutritio n, and Cancer were controversial. A consumer qroup 
F ritlc stated, in the case of Toward Healt hful Diets, that the 
press release'was r^ot an appropriate NAS activity because it was 
directed "to a lay audience ill-equipped to evaluate" the report. 
Diet, Nutr ition, and Cancer 's press release's wording was criti- 
^T¥^y agricultural iqidustry groups for, among ^^her things, 
listing examples of specific foods to be eaten '^^^^^^^^"J^'''^ 
w.re not in the report itself. The NAS P^^^^ect director stated _ 
that the examples were taken from the NAS report TheHealth 
Effects of Nitrate, Nitrite" and N-Nitroso C ompounds (1?81) and 
incorporated by reference. 

The NAS Administrative Guide on the Office of Information, 
dated April 20, 1981, states that " . . . the success of the 
Academy in- meeting its overall objectives depends, to an mcreas^ 
inq degree, on its relationship with its several publics , . . . 
The NAS Executive Officer stated that NAS believes it is not 
possible in an open society such as that in the United States to 
"close" scientific discussions to all but scientists. Media 
science writers follow NAS projects and can obtain copies ot 
reports. According to the NAS President, when NAS reports on a 
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controversial area where scientific knowledqe is incomplete, such 
as diet's relationship to health, and the report^ correctly alerts 
the reader about what is and is not known about the subject, the 
press may disregard the qualifications. Resulting news stories 
thus,^ intentionally or not, misrepresent the report's contents. 
According to officials, NAS tries to manage the public dissemina- 
tion process through activities such as press releases to preclude 
misunderstanding. According to the NAS President, public contro- 
versy is inevitable in areas of high public interest. 

Toward Healthful Diets' publicity 

According to the Director, Office of Information, the deci- 
sion to have a press release for Toward Healthful Diets was made 
by the Office staff when the report was in final draft. In com- 
menting on this report, the former PNB Chairman noted that the 
former NAS President emphasized the importance of a press release 
after he had reviewed the publication. The Office ^taff worked 
with the FNB Executive Secretary and staff officer to write the 
release. The FNB task force chairman and the PNB chairman did not 
review the relea:^ until immediately before the press conference. 

According to the Director, Office of Information, stories 
caused the report to be publicly controversial by criticizing it 
because (1) the recommendVti</ns it made allegedly contradicted the 
USDA/HHS dietary guidelines'^and were interpreted by the press to 
mean that PNB believed the U.S. public did not have to be con- 
cerned about reducing jdietary fat and cholesterol and (2) con- 
flicts of interest were believed to exist on FNB which made its 
advice biased. Neither allegation was correct, according to the 
report's authors whom we interviewed and to testimony given before 
two congressional hearings. (The hearings are discussed further 
in app. II.) 

Consumer interest representatives criticized NAS for the 
Toward Healthful Diets pc^ss release, stating that it was inappro- 
priate because it was directed to a lay audience " ill-eauipped" to 
evaluate the report's merits. 

Di et, Nutrition^ and Cancer publicity 

According to the Director of the Office of Information, the 
Office was aware from Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer 's initiation 
that a press release would be reauired because of the controver- 
sial subject of the study. 

The Office staff drafted the release. The Director told us 
that because the staff believed specific examples of foods to be 
eaten in moderation were needed, examples were selected by the 
Office staff and reviewed and approved by the Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer Committee project director. The Director, Office of Infor- 
mation, said that she believed examples were needed because the 
first question the public asks is "^What foods are you talking 
about?" The Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer Committee chairman 
reviewed the press release. According to the Office Director, the 
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press release was approved by the AL^ Executive Director, as 
required. 

The current NAS President has instituted a policy of holding 
dinner symposia when a report of special public interest is pub- 
lished so that interested officials can question the scientists 
who wrote the report. The night before the Diet, Nutrition, and 
cancer press conference, NAS held a dinner symposium for govern- 
i^HFTcongressional, and scientific officials and individuals 
representing special interest groups. The Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer project director stated that it was important to brief 
these officials to clarify the report's message and allow them to 
question the report's authors because even though a report is 
clearly written, misinterpretation still occurs. 

Agricultural industry groups who disagreed with Diet^utri- 
tion, and Cancer publicly criticized its press release's wording 
bi'^ii^ it contained examples of specific foods to be eaten in 
moderation which were not in the report, among other criticisms. 
(Toward Healthful Diets' press release also contaioed a single 
sBf^fflFrlsriiTi^^ which was hot in the report, but 

^h^t did not becon^ an issue.) The press release washer iticized . 
for listing examples of smoked, ■ pickled , and cured meats to be 
eaten in moderation which were not in the report, when, according 
to industry critics (1) the foods discussed in the report, such as 
smoked mutton and salted fish, which may have been linked to 
increased cancer rates were produced and consumed in other coun- 
J?les (2; the press release inaccurately cites U.S. foods which 
are nit produced in the sajne manner as foods in other countries 
and which are not discussed in the report as having possibly been 
tanked ?o increased U.S. cancer rates, and (3) the press release 
misleads the public about what the report says about U.S. foods. 

The project riirector for the Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer 
committee'stated . ..at the foods mentioned in the press re ease are 
listed in the NAS report entitled T he Health Effects of Nitrate, 
Nitrite, and N-Nitroso Com pounds (1981) on which the committee 
FelTeT. ^hTl^iTThat the U.S. foods mentioned in the press 
release and the foods (largely from other ^ count r les ) discussed in 
Diet Nutrition, and Cancer are similar in that they contain 
^7i^l^n"e"^"toi~TrT^T-^ lesser extent, which may be associated 
w i f t f^iqh cancer risk. 

Ar<v)rding to its authors, Die_Li^,iitrl.tio^and Cancer was 
j,st.,rted bv media coverage. Some women^ specialty magazines and 
rn^wspapers reprinted the report's interim guidelines and prepared 
Aip-r own "anti-cancer diets" which they claimed were prepared in 
accordance with D i e t ^ILuJ:j jjc ioiLL^nd Cancer's ^"terim guidelines, 
one company used"IFe~ report in advertisements promoting its pro-- 
."t. NAs'has cooperated with the Federal Trade Commission in the 

actions against the company for false advert ibinq. 



'i >inin i . ■. r> i on ' 



Accor.iinu to the Director, Oft ice ot Information, the ntories 
. wompn'53 specialty magazines resulted from national news 
,r...,ii, oovotaqo, not from Office of. Information eftorts. 
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CONCLUSIONS h 
y 

The two NAS reports on diet and health were prepared follow- 
ing NAS' standard processes. Both reports became publicly contro- 
versial when interest groups and scientists criticized the study 
groups' composition, the Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer executive 
summary, and the press releases. NAS officials told us that they 
believe controversy is inevi tables when NAS reports have high 
public interest. * 

Both groups .were appointed following NAS processes which are 
designed to ensure competent and unbiased membership, although 
Toward Healthful Diets ' authors were not specifically appointed by 
NAS t9 perform the study as working groups usually are. The Diet , 
Nutrition, and Cancer executive summary was approved after under- 
going the usual NAS report review process, which is designed to 
ensure that a document presents- a reasonable interpretation of 
scientific dati^ The executive summary's statements about the 
committee's conclusions are worded almost exactly like the conclu- 
sions in the technical sections. Both press releases were pre- 
pared with the assistance of NAS professional technical staff, but 
pres^' releases do not -undergo the processes administered by NAS to 
^ ensure tnat reports are scientifically credible. 

NAS is interested in improving its procedures and has made 
improvements. For example, NAS strengthened its committee selec- 
tion procedures after Toward Healthful Diets , was written to fur- 
ther ensure that when a standing NASi committee decides to write a 
report itself, the composition of the, committee will be re- 
examined for balance and jtential bi^s. 

We noted one area where NAS could make an improvement which 
may reduce the potential for public controversy about its press 
releases . 

V 

Both reports' press releases contained specific food examples 
not mentioned in the reports. With regard to Piety Nutrition, and 
Cancer , this situation was called to public attention by agricul- 
tural interest groups who disagreed with the report. The result- 
ing controversy concerning Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer might have 
' been minimized if readers had been alerted that specific food 
examples were not contained in the report but were given for 
illustrative purposes. NAS officials may want to consider indi- 
cating in future press releases that examples which are not 
contained in the report are given for illustrative purposes. 

COMMENTS BY NAS AND OTHERS 
AND OUR EVALUATION 

In commenting on a draft of this report, NAS said that the 
report provides an objective commentary on the Academy's processes 
that govern the provision of advice to the government (see app. 
IV). NAS stated that it has found that it is often appropriate in 
a news release to provide specific examples for illustrative pur- 
pofies and that, if an example is not directly derived from the 
study, our suggestion that it might be useful to make that point 
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clearer is well taken. NAS stated that it recognizes that there 
is room for Improvement in the process of preparing news releases 
in order that a clear summary of the report's ^i^^^'^^^and recom- 
mendations reaches the public. NAS commented that it has and will 
continue to address these issues in ^discussions among Academy 
officials NAS also commented that coupled with the uses of the 
news rele;se is the equally important need to ensure that f^om the 
beginning of a study, committee members recognize ^"^^^J"? ^'^^^^"^ 
how their report will be used and who will be the report s 
ultimate audience. 

HHS stated that this report documented that the Diet, Nutri - 
tion. and Cancer review was more thorough in terms of amount of 
literature revie wed, time committed by the review committee, size 
of the review committee, and the depth of the final 
thus was more credible and that this conclusion should be reflect 
ed in the report's digest (see app. V). As discussed on page 7, 
ll did not evaluate the two NAS reports' scientific methodology so 
that a conclusion about report credibility on that basis is not 
appropriate. Whether or not a report is credible can be a subjec- 
tive judgment. For that reason, as discussed in this chapter we 
discuss NAS processes for assuring that reports ^'^^^^^ "° 

scientists and also discuss how both NAS reports followed the NAS 

processes. ' ■ 

USDA commented that if NAS is to issue press releases giving 
illustrative examples, we should recommend to NAS that the chair 
man of the study group should review the press release to assure 
that it is truthful and not misleading (see app. VII). As dis 
cussed on page 24, chairmen of NAS ^^udy committees may review the 
press releases, and NAS has review procedures in place to ensure 
that press releases are technically accurate. 

USDA also commented that the Dj^t^^Jjutrition, and Canc^ 
executive sumi^ary loses much of the tentativeness in which the 
mAin rPDort's findings are couched, and recommends that the tiavor 
Tl.lTAn report, as well as its findings, 

the executive summary. As discussed on page 2 3, the Ji|t^^^ 
tio n. and Cancer executive summary along with the rest of the 
Tg- port was revie wed under the standard NAS process, which includes 
a ^efiew to assess whether a report's conclusions and recommenda- 
tions derive from adequate data and whether the report appears to 
be complete and fair* 

other comments from the Food and Drug Administration and from 
individual scientists which pertained to this chapter « clarity 
and technical accuracy are contained in appendixes VI and VIII. 
The comments were considered and the chapter was revised where 
appropriate to improve its clarity and accuracy. 
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CHAPTER 3 

HOW AND WHY THE REPORTS ARE 

BOTH SIMILAR AND DIFFERENT 

Public comparison of diet and health studies is inevitable 
because of high public interest in the subject. Diet, Nutrition , 
and Cancer caused public controversy by reporting conclusions that 
were different from those in Toward Healthful Diets about suggest- 
ing dietary changes to reduce cancer risk. Critics of NAS- per- 
ceived the reports as inconsistent and, therefore, not credible. 
However, NAS officials told us that they do not view che reports 
as either contradictory or inconsistent. The officials pointed 
out that the reports were not really comparable in scope or objec- 
tives. NAS officials and scientists stated that the fundamental 
dietary advice offered by both report groups is similar to and 
consistent with past advice from other groups. 

The difference in the two reports partly stems from disagree- 
ments among scientists about what conclusions and public recom- 
mendations can be drawn from the available scientific evidence on 
the relationship between diet and chronic diseases such as cancer 
and heart diselase. NAS officials told us that it is not uncommon 
for two groups of scientists to review the same scientific data 
and come to different but supportable conclusions. No standard 
has been agreed upon among scientists or government policymakers 
about what scientific data are needed to support suggesting public 
health measures, such as dietary changes, to reduce the public's 
risk of developing long-term diseases such as cancer. Scientists 
whom we interviewed stated that they do not believe a standard of 
evidence is feasible because scientists could never all agree on a 
single set of standards and because each public health problem is 
unique. Because no standard exists, scientists make personal 
value judgments on the basis of scientific evidence which can 
result in legitimately different conclusions. 

The controversy involves the public, which expects clear and 
absolute answers to questions about issues such as diet and 
health. NAS officials told us that the basis for legitimate dis- 
agreements among scientists is hard to communicate clearly to the 
public. The officials also said that public controversy concerns 
NAS because it damages scientists' public credibility. 

This chapter addresses (1) why both reports were controver- 
sial, (2) why NAS does not view the reports as contradictory, 

(3) how the reports' dietary advice is fundamentally similar, 

(4) how NAS study groups decide what dietary advice to offer, and 
ib) the differing philosophies held by scientists about what 
scientific evidence supports suggesting dietary changes to reduce 
the public's risk of long-term diseases. 
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BOTH REPORTS WERE CONTROVERSIAL 

Both -n^-..-^ H..ithfui Diets and ,^";':^,^,^°;i3""t„^'"'^' - 

When Tow«dHealthfullDiet8 was issued in 1980, various 

to decrease the risk of heart disease. 

1 m^^^^ai anr! dietarv qroups and government officials 
Several medical ana ^^^^^Y^^^*- , nartieularlv choles- 

Cholesterol as they wanted -jthout worrying ?^out heart diseiise. 
These groups believed that ( ) such dietary practices woui 
increase the risk of heart disease and (2) rn^i^r^ Health 

^"''^^hrnelict^l'anfth^refore^o ?l wa!? tof !ong to aLise 
^crang^s^^^T^erciiticized the rep^ 

to Toward Healthful Diets ' ^"thors, the report aia not 
unlimited consumption "^^tJ-baUnceS dll?" and (2) 

cated (1) that rilk o? certatA diseases should be under a 

d^Sl^o^^'cLf and^foulw his/he"dietary instructions. 

The report also was criticized for differing from the Senate 
Selecrco^fttee on Nutrition and Hum^^^ 

^>^r:^r r ^;^ — tti for a comparison of all three reports 

,s!)* Both of these^eports recommended decreasing 
dietary fat and cholesterol. 
Further , TowardJLealthf ul ^^ts also was criticized by n^^ 

riirn^hif ?hra3e^perir~ "^^ic^Ms/her intake of 
dation that tne avetaye t'^^*- . ^^^fi^ which FNB used to 

salt. They stated that ^he scientific data «hich Fnb ^^^^ 

develop its salt recommendation ".^disease . According 

^:^^^^:^^°5n''"ern::i""!crserv:s^r^:r^po^ 

iMost scientists agree that ^^tgh blood cholesterol lev^ ^^^^ 
presents an "^^'^t^the butfdup o^ deposits on the 

i^nfr ratlf orm^,rrr^^rUs! ^ScLntists d not all agree that 
dietary changes can reduce or prevent this buildup. 

4o 



commenting on this report, the former PNB chairman noted that the 
recommendation was made to conform with safe and adequate intakes 
of nutrients recommended by the Committee on Dietary Allowances in 
the 1980 RDA8. 

ft 

Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer was criticized by agricultural 
interest groups and scientists for differing with Toward Healthful 
Die^s . Toward Healthful Diets devoted 1-^/2 pages to the rela- 
tionship between diet and cancer and concluded that, in the 
absence of evidence of a causal relationship between the macro- 
nutrients^ in the diet and cancer, there was no basis at the time 
for making reccMnmendations to modify the American diet to reduce 
cancer risk. . * 

Agricultural interest groups stated that Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer had drastic dietary recommendations which would decrease 
the amount of meat and dairy products in the diet although those 
products contribute to the. U.S. public's current good health. The 
report's authors stated that they believed that the guidelines 
could be followed by making moderate diet changes. 

Some scientists criticized Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer for 
making recommendations before studies have been undertaken to 
prove that dietary changes could reduce the risk of developing 
cancer, i.e., proof of the recommendations' benefits. According 
to a Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer Committee member, the committee 
concluded that cancer was related to diet and believed that 
following the guidelines could lower cancer incidence in the popu- 
lation. According to the committee chairman, the committee set 
forth interim guidelines to recognize that knowledge in the field 
is moving so fast that the study should be repeated at 5-year 
intervals. 

NAS DOES NOT VIEW THE REPORTS "% 
AS CONTRADICTORY . 

Although they are concerned about the public controversy 
caused by Diet^ Nutrition, and Cancer , NAS officials told us that 
they do not believe the two reports are contradictory or incon- 
sistent. As discussed below, NAS officials stated that the two 
reports are so different that they should not be compared to one 
'another. Neither report represents an NAS position on the ques- 
tion of whether the U.S. public can reduce its chronic disease 
risk by changing its diet. Each represents only the considered 
opinion of the authors at a given point in time. Because each NAS 
report is solely the opinion of its authors, NAS has no formal 
means of determining whether NAS reports are consistent with one 
another. Also, science evolves, so that the answers scientists 
provide to society's questions change over time. 



2a macronutr ient is an element of the diet that is essential for 
the life of an organism, is required in relatively large amounts, 
and is usually measured in grams. Carbohydrates or calcium are 
examples of macronutr ients. 
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NAS officials view the reports 
as not comparable 



NAS Officials said that the two reports are so different that 
comparison is'not justified, although agricultural interest groups 
compared them and found them to be contradictory. NAS officials. 
poTnted to the following differences between the two reports: 

—The reports were written for different purposes. Toward 
Healthful Diets was a position statement written to reduce 
public confusio n by identifying diet guidelines that could 
be supported on the basis of reliable scientific knowledge. 
It devoted 1-1/2 pages to cancer. Diet, t"^,,. 
C ancer was a 460-page comprehensive evaluation of the diet 

"T— 3 — ~ ^^<Sam^iPio 1 1 fferahiirt» for NCI* 



;cL was a -www tr^^^ 

"cancer scientific literature for NCI. 

—The reports were written for different audiences. Towar^ 
H ealthful Diets was written for scientists and people who 
dLl with the p ublic in providing nutrition advice such as 
health care personnel, USDA extension agents, and academi 
cians teaching undergraduates. Diet, Nutrition, and 
cancer's intended audience was "^^^'^S^^^^;,^^^/^^^?^!'^" 
^as its executive summary, which was directed to nutri- 
ttona^prolessionals, government policymakers, and science 

wri ters . 

—The two study groups' resources were very different. 

Toward Healthful Diets was prepared by FNB fJ'^lJ'J^^f^^^ 
$10,000 of its own funds so tthat resources for task force 
meetings and literature searches were ^^^^trained The 
Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer Committee was funded by NlI at 
about $1 million, allowing more meetings and an in-depth 
literature search, 

NAS does not assess its 
reports for consisten"cy 

unlike a government agency where ">a"«g«'"«"'^„f ""f^^ J^^^! 
as controls to ensure that products are consistent, NAS adminis 
?ers processes such as committee appointments and report "view to 
ensure ?hlt its study groups' work results in good science that 
is, that reports offer a reasonable interpretation of the data 
nn^il scientists learn more. According to NAS officials, othet 
ends sucias consistency are not seen as appropriate criteria for 
lunging whether or not Lports meet NAS standards and it sometimes 
is difficult to know before a report is issued what points will be 
publicly controversial. 

NAS reports also do not necessarily represent NAS Positions 
on the issues under study. According to the Assistant to the NAS 
Pres^den?! NAS positions on science issues are adopted m two 
wavs ( ) the NAS membership by vote may adopt a position on a 
s7.lntA\c question or (2) the NAS Council. may by 
endorse a report or take a position on an issue. Neither Tow^ 
Healthful Diets nor Di et. Nutrition, and Ca n_cer were adopted or 
-SM^Nl^ posiFions. Both re^orts—epresent the opinions of 
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their respective authoring groups, although NAS stands behind the 
manner in which both were prepared. 



For these reasons, NAS has no formal means of requiring 
assessment of whether the two reports' conclusions about diet and 
cancer were inconsistent or to outline the significance of 
scientists' disagreements for public policy. Such matters are 
left to the discretion of the NAS President and the authors. 

The NAS President may at times indicate personal disagreement 
with a report's conclusions and recommendations by including his 
concerns in a letter bound into the report. The NAS President, 
according to his assistant, is the individual within the Academy 
who would be most concerned with NAS reports from the public 
policy perspective. For example, in a 1982 NAS report. An Analy - 
sis of Marijuana Policy , the NAS President disagreed with the 
authoring committee's conclusions, stating", "My own view is that 
the data available to the committee were insufficient to justify. 
. . . changes in current policies . . . Neither Toward Health - 
ful Diets nor Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer contained a prefatory 
letter from the NAS President. 

According to NAS' Administrative Guide section on "Report 
Review Process: Guidelines," RRC's decision to participate in a 
review is based on its perception of the impact the report may 
have, directly or indirectly, on public pol^icy issues. The RRC 
monitor is expected to pay special attention to any policy or 
publicly sensitive issues raised by a" study. However, the Guide- 
lines are advisory, as is the RRC monitor's role, to an authoring 
committee. The Guidelines do not require that reports discuss or 
acknowledge public policy issues raised by different NAS reports. 

NAS' report preparation policy, contained in a May 18, 1978, 
memorandum, "Notes on the Preparation of NRC Reports," also is 
advisory. The memorandum states: 

"Questions of policy often extend beyond the institu- 
tional purview of the Academy, which in its advisory 
role, has no authority except that of pertinent 
knowledge. Social, political, or organizational con- 
clusions and recommendations suggesting national or 
agency deoisirns should be avoided except when they 
can be solidly based on demonstrable evidence, or 
except in special circumstances which should then be 
clearly set forth in both the text and the summary 
portions of the report." 

This memorandum suggests that authoring committees consider 
including material in a r'eport foreword or introduction to assist 
readers in understanding special considerations relating to a 
report, but the memorandum does not require committees to discuss 
or acknowledge public policy issues involved. 

For example, the preface to a 1983 NAS report entitled Acid 
Deposition; Atmospheric Processes in Eastern North America 
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discussed how a 1981 NAS report which f,. ^^f ^P^^.^ Tisf.,l- 

report. 

Further suqqestions to study committees and ^^eport reviewers 
Furtner sugye&uxwiio u l„n«-iarl "Snaaested Guidelines on 

are set out in a NAS memorandum entitieo bugge^teu v^ux 
Rilk Assessment and Other Matters of Report Preparation and Pre 
senL??on" Toct. 31, 1981). These guidelines prepared, a. a 
result of an internal NAS study, suggest that 

"Related NRC reports should be carefully 'J^'^C^^ 
necessary, the report should describe w^^and_^^^ 
study committee came to conclusions thay differ 
those of other NRC reports." 
The Diet. Nutrition, and Cancer Committ^ briefly indicated 
where it d sag reed with Toward_Healt^^ ILI 
committee included a f ootH^ti-t^^T?r-c^^ that 

••The committee on Diet, Nutriti^, and Cancer judged 
. the evidence associating high fat intake with 

increased cancer risk to be sufficient to recommend 
that consumption of fat be reduced • • Jwo years 

ago, the FoSd and Nutrition Board stated in its 
reoort Toward H ealthful Diets . . . that ' there is no 
b^gis f- or making rec ^iiiH5itIons to ^^'?-.P'^rhe ' 

portions of these macronutr lents , [e.g., fatj in tne 
American diet at this time.'" 

AiA ovnlain the reasons Cor the different judg- 

tton, and Can^r Committee project ^^'^^^^^^^f ^.^^^^^^"^SeUeved 
Director, Commission on Life sciences, stated ^^^^^^^^^^ 

that the amount of new data was ^^9"^^^^^"^- ^hat the new data 
members who commented on the report disagreed that the new 

were significant. 

NAS Officials stated that they do not view Toward Hea ltjiful 
NAi5 uLj-iv^i-o cancer as contradictory partly 

Diets and Di^.,_Nutr ition, 

because theories are always sub3ect to re e a absolutely 
tist told us that one never has enough data to draw absolutely 
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firm conclusions, so one always makes judgments based on incom- 
plete data. Scientists* interpretations of the same data often 
differ. Scientists accept these differences as part of the 
process of science, although the public may find the differences 
confusing. '4 

NAS officials and scientists told us that differing inter- 
pretations of data usually occur in areas where questions remain 
to be answered, such- as questions about diet's relationship to 
health. Such differences do not mean that one scientist's inter- 
pretation is righ t an d another's is.„wrong^ . but .-thaJL_.Lhfi data -from— 
one experiment or from a series of experiments are subject to 
differences in interpretation. 

THE TWO REPORTS OFFER FUNDAMENTALLY 
SIMILAR DIETARY ADVICE 

V 

Although Toward Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer were controversial because they wer:* perceived to be incon- 
sistent, scientists involved with both reports whom we interviewed 
stated that the fundamental dietary advice about about variety and 
moderation offered by both reports is similar and is consistent 
with dietary guidance off€tred by other organizations. 

Authors of both Toward Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutrition, 
and Cancer stated that the major focus of the dietary advice each 
offered was to advocate dietary moderation. A scientist who 
served on both the FNB task force and the Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer Commit'tee told us that both reports stressed that modera- 
tion was the key to a healthful diet. 

According to their authors,, both reports emphasized the 
importance of consuming a balanced diet composed of appropriate 
servings of basic foods. USDA currently categorizes basic foods 
as comprising fiye 'basic food groups: ( 1 milk and dairy prod- 
ucts, (2) meat, fish, poultry, dry beans, and other high-protein 
foods, (3) vegetables and fruits>f (4) cereals and breads, and (5) 
fats, oils, sugars, and alcoholic beverages.-^ 

The recommendations/interim guidelines from Toward Healthful 
Diets and Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer are reproduced on the 
following page. 



^Commenting on this report, the Food and Drag Administration noted 
that the fifth basic food group was added to encourage moderation 
in consumption. 

ERIC 



I 



To\jard Healthful riiets 
Recommendations ^ 

These quiaelines will iirprove 
General nutritional status, may 
be beneficial in preventinq or 
delaying the onset of some 
chronic degenerative diseases, 
and incur no appreciable risk; 

..SeX&ct- -a. ^.trLt ion ally__adeq ua t e 
diet from the foods available, 
by consuming each day appropri- 
ate servings of dairy products, 
meats or leaumes, veaetables 
and fruits, and cereal and 
breads. 

Select as wide a variety of 
foods in each of the major food 
groups as is practicable in 
. order to ensure a high prob- 
ability of consuming adequate 
quantities of all essential 
nutrients. 

Adjust dietary energy (calorie) 
intake and energy expenditure 
so as to maintain appropriate 
weight for heiqht; if over- 
weight, achieve appropriate 
weight reduction by decreasing 
total food and fat intake and 
by increasing physical 
activity. 

If the reauirement for energy 
is low (e.g., reducina diet), 
reduce consumption of foods 
such as alcohol, sugars, fats, 
and oils, which provide 
calories but few other essen- 
tial nutrients. 

Use salt in moderation; ade- 
quate but safe intakes are con- 
sidered to range between 3 and 
8 grams of sodium chloride 
da 1 ly . 



Diet. Nutrition, an 
Interim Guidel 



and Cancer 



mes 



It is possible on the basis of 
current evidence to formulate 
interim dietary guidelines that 
are both consistent with good 
nutritional practices and 
likely to reduce the risk ot 
cancer. These guidelines are 
meant to he applied in their 
~enTiT§^7 "TO obtain tnait-titm-i - . 
benefit. 

The consumption of both 
saturated and unsaturated fats 
(should) be reduced m the 
average U.S. diet. An appro- 
priate and practical target is 
to reduce the intake of fat 
from .its present level 
(approximately 40 percent) to 
30 percent of total calories in 
the diet. 

The committee emphasizes the 
inrortance of including fruits,, 
vegetables, and whole grain 
cereal products in the daily 
diet. 

The consumption of food PJ^e- 
served bv salt-curina (includ- 
ing salt-pickling) or smokinq 
(should) be minimised. 

Efforts (should) continue to be 
n^ade to minimize contamination 
of foods with carcinoaens frorr 



any source, 



be 



Further efforts (should) 
made to identify mutagens^ m 
food and to expedite testino 
for their carcinogenicity. 
Where feasible and prudent, 
mutagens should be removed or 
their concentration minimized 



If alcoholic beveraoes arp 
consunied, it (should) be clone 
in moderation. 



.Th.. .nt-.. uuideUne does not address dietarv ..od i f > c,,t u,n , 

the qenetic material of a cell. 

J „ ->r»Hr*>cc Hietarv mod 1 1 i cat i'>n . 

dThir- interim QUideUne does not address die. a y 
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Appendix III is a chart showing dietary advice qiven by both 
public and private organizations. Scientists whom we interviewed 
stated that the recommendations in Toward Healthful Diets and 
Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer are similar to those made by other 
groups. The Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer Committee chairman stated 
that the guideline his group posed regarding fat consumption was 
buttressed by the fact that it was generally in accordance with 
those made by other authoritative groups. 

We compared the NAS reports with Healthy People; The Surgeon 

General^s Report on Health Promotion, aDiLDlBaase--E£ev^trion 

(T^9);' the USDA/HHS report Nutrition and Your Health — Pfetary 
Guidelines for Americans (19^0); the. Senate Select Committee on 
Nutrition and Human Needs' report Dietary Goals for the United 
States (second edition, 1977); and the American Heart Associa- 
tion s Committee on Nutrition, Diet, and Coronary Heart Disease's 
1978 recommendations. 

The reports Toward Healthful Diets , Healthy People , Dietary 
Goals for the United States , and Nutrition and Your HealtTv ^ 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans are reports dealing with diet and 
health in general. The American Heart Association's recommenda- 
tions deal with the relationship between diet and heart disease. 
Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer 's interim guidelines address the rela- 
tionship between diet and cancer. 

The four reports providing general dietary advice agree that 
people should maintain their appropriate weight, avoid excessive 
salt use, and reduce dietary sugar and fat. Toward Healthful 
Diets limits its advice by stating that fat, alcohol, oil, and 
sugar consumption should be reduced by those who are overweight 
(approximately 30 percent of middle-aged women and 15 percent of 
middle-aged men) and by those who are sedentary, i.e., those whose 
requirement for energy is low. Also, Toward Healthful Diets 
directed its advice to adult Americans, but not to infants or 
children or pregnant or nursing mothers. 

The other two reports are more narrowly focused because their 
purpose is to deal with the reduction of the risk of specific 
diseases— heart disease and cancer. There are some differences in 
these reports' advice compared to the general reports. For exam- 
ple, neither deals with sugar because sugar has not been linked to 
cancer or heart disease. However, as shown in app. Ill, the 
dietary advice these two reports offer is fundamentally similar to 
and consistent with the dietary guidance offered by the other four 
reports. 

HOW NAS GROUPS DECIDED VJUAT 
DIETARY ADVICE TO OFFER 

Toward Healthful Diets and Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer were 
prepared by scientists and physicians following generally accepted 
scientific practices of gathering scientific information on the 
topic of diet's relationship to health, reviewing the data to 
determine their merit, and evaluating the data to arrive at con- 
clusions and recommendations. 
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M4-hnnah the two Study groups looked critically at the same 
Kinds of scfenti1ic'ev!denL! th^y came to ^^i^-ent conclusions 
abSut diet's relationship to cancer. FNB concluded that 

in the absence of evidence of a causal rela- 
tlo;ship between the macronutrients of the diet and 
cancer there is no basis for making recommendations 
to modify the proportions of these macronutrients in 
the American diet at this time. 

The Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer Committee concluded that 

. it is possible on the basis of current evi- 
d;nce to formulate interim ^i^^^^y guidelines that 
are both consistent vith good nutritional practices 
and likely to reduce the risk of cancer. 

A u«oi4-hf.n Diets* authors were more convinced by clinical 
Toward H ealthful Dieys ^^J-""^?^^ ^ offort of diet changes on 

with changes in disease rates. x 

The followinq section aiscusses ^ ' ^^e ^ethodoloqy by 

The study group? ^' methodology 

l:ZZr. ATlt: VcllTcel scientist, have bitten t at 

^^r.^^^f eoient-ific papers should be evaiuacea tuL cue \ 
generally, scientiric pane^^ adeauacv of study design^ 

DPtence of the investigator, (2) aaequacy ul » j ar^emiacv 
pecent-e v^i- -»e M^ aHeauacv of resources, (5) adequacy 

^'e's^SaT-ntroL'^ana lei ttrilZc ana iustlf lability of the 
conclusions. 

TO determine what Is known about a f "?^f o^! 

above Criteria to decide "hi'^^Pf ^^f^t^^t^ach o^^^^^ 
mation and then determine how 'he papers relate to eac 

Thev see how some papers fill in fhoBe in 

address? whether the findings P^P^^^":^^^ th accented 

rcl^:;tlilfrrircip!Krfnd"wh:iru^.rnsrrirru".stlons remam. . 

authors of both "P-'^.-^t,,'^f „Sr,rt^:y"us^d"n":h:ir 

rrr^v^rarrcfri^onf :rd-^^ec^mml;a Uo^s £the 3^ °e 
,1"ail as the authors o^J^^'^j, "^^"^^j^n'-jtltlslnt tor t dif- 

an extensively documented scientific report. 
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Toward Healthful Diets ' stated that its purpose was "to reduce 
the confusion in the mihds of the public that has resulted from 
many conflicting [dietary] recommendations." According to scien- 
tists and physicians whom we interviewed and documents' we 
reviewed, because PNB did not fully document its methodology, it 
opened itself up to charges of inconsistency and bias. For exam- 
ple, scientists who authored Toward Healthful Diets wore criti- 
cized by other scientists for biad on the issue of epidemiologioal 
evidence which critics said FNB had ignored. 4 The former FNB 
Chairman and the task force chairman said that the task force 
reviewed epidemiological evidence. The PNB task force chairman 
stated that, to preclude such bias charges in the future, PNB 
could issue a follow-up report explicitly showing the scientific 
evidence used as a basis for recommendations. 

In general, two types of evidence are used to provide infor- 
mation to scientists on diet and health issues: • laboratory tests 
and epidemiology. Laboratory tests include in vitro studies and 
^" vfvo studies. In vitro studies are carried out in test tubes 
and involve, among other things, determining whether chemical 
reactions occur. For example, in vitro tests have been used to 
determine whether substances cause bacteria to mutate. In vivo 
tests involve testing using living organisms, such as animals or ) 
in some cases human subji^ts. Epidemiological studies examine the } 
incidence and distrib4tion of disease in a population. Both NAS 
groups used both types of evidence in preparing their reports. 

According to scientific literature, epidemiological and 
laboratory studies have both advantages and disadvantages. The 
major strength of epidemiological studies is that they are a good 
way to obtain human population data. Such studies allow scien- 
tists to study substances which people are actually^ exposed, to. 
Epidemiological studies ^ico eliminate the need to make interpre- 
tations of t^e data by extrapolating from the results in animals 
exposed to doses of a substance to the expected effects in 
humans. However, epidemiological studies are not as carefully 
controlled as experiments with laboratory animals because 
researchers cannot control people's behavior to eliminate all 
factors which could confound the test results. 

In vitro laboratory tests are inexpensive and quick, but they 
alone do not provide definitive evidence of carcinogenicity in 
humans. Animal experiments allow the researchers to carefully 
control the animals' lives and ensure that they are not exposed to 
things that could distort the results of the experiment and 
produce inaccurate information. However, animals are not human 
and the causes of disease manifestation in animals may not always 
duplicate the causes in humens. 



Epidemiological evidence is studies using statistical and 
experimental techniques to measure and analyze the incidence, 
distribution, and determinates of disease in human populations. 
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Methodology, used in Toward 
Healt hful Diets 

The PNB tas. force chairman stated ^^at the task force used 

the criteria established in «'j«/"J,f°"°^^^^^isld to prepare 
smoking and Hea_l t^ In evaluating the P P^^.^^ 

Toward Hear thTSlDiets. ^hese inciuae c 

^^V^^o o'daL'" nrcr^terU of 'cohs!s?ency, strength, 

rp:^c!ri?i?r.Verp^rriirv."an --^-rs;^u^to\^:vftScrrs?g^ 

illifart^rf?rct.:r?e?"attrs^ir?o"th"e irociated disease as to 
denote it as causal. 

The report stated t^at the tasK fo-e exa.inea t^^^^ data to^ 
determine whether ^here was a causal c^^^^ ^^^^^p^ 

heart disease ^"^^^^"^^^ : .^P'^^^ccor^^^ to >rnward Healthful 
clinical intervention tr lals) , accoroinH health, but 

Diets' authors can Show assoc.atxon betwee^^^^ connection 
■Ff^cause and effect. In ^he absence oi dietary changes to 

FNB declined to make recommendations suggescmy 
avoid heart disease and cancer. 

Xhe report also stated that the ---nt^g^^eh::.^""?^^:^^ 
::^-^rnraulnrrre'>:p r te in addition th^ 

IVllZ: ^rcorlinTt"?- r^p-or^t^s-rutrors. soc. evidence is hest 
provided by clinical intervention trials. 

^i^r. ^vi^\<=, are studies on free-living 
rUnical ,^"^ts are llvi^ed into groups. One or 

..humans where the study's sf^^^''",^".^^^^ .t and others are not. 

of the groups is P^J^'^^termtne whether ?he treatment had any 
:?;'e2T?"^lhtrm:?J;^d"s TJroT.T.r:!i:l ... effectiveness and 
.safety of new drugs or vaccines. 



V trvin tAc-v force chairman, laboratory research 
.Accorduv, ™Vn cal rnvestigation; which, in contrast to 

.>vidence includes ^ ^ ^ " ^'^^^ , '?'''^;=,!,ber of human subjects who are 
.pide.iolo,y involve a . ma 1^ ^-^^^^^ ^^^^p,,^ , 

intensively studied '^^^..^ ^^^[^^ observations are taken, an 
•nospit.l metabolic ward f^^^^^^^^^^l^a.^es are studied, and the 
..xpprimental variable ir, ^^J^^^P^^^*^ ^ status This can involve 

-^^--^'-^ 'r.r'othfr e peri-nt"-variables. 

<)tu'.v, rii^'ts, exercise, or otner t^^^^ 
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Methodology used in Diet ^ 
Nutritiony and Cancer 

The Diet^ Nutrition^ and Cancer Committee used both epidemi- 
ological and laboratory studies as the basis for its report. 
According, to the project direr»tor, in performing its analysis the 
committee evaluated each paper separately and then evaluated 
groups of papers on specific topics to draw general conclusions 
about each topic?. In a statement about the criteria used to weigh 
the evidence^ the report stated that the committee had more confi- 
dence (1) in data derived from case-controlled and cohort epidemi- 
ological studies and in the results of laboratory experiments 
conducted in more than, one animal species or test system, (2) in 
results that had been produced in different laboratories, and 
(3) in data that showed a dose-response effect.^ 

Epidemiological studies use statistical and experimental 
techniques to measure and analyze the incidence and distribution 
of disease in the population of interest. The report stated that 
several types of epidemiological studies were used: descriptive " 
studies, correlation studies, case-control studies, cohort 
studies, and clinical intervention '-.rials. Descriptive studies 
are observational studies which describe the patterns of disease 
occurrence in one or more populations, in components of the same 
population, or in a single population over timt. Correlation 
studies are based on aggregate exposure data and. are used to 
determine correlations between factors which may be linked to 
diseases and to understand the relationships between them. Case- 
control studies select individuals who have a disease and match 
them with controls who do not have the disease. The groups are 
compared for a variable such as smoking or high fat diets, and 
differences in exposure are analyzed statistically for strength of 
association with the disease. 

Cohort studies select individuals with desired characteris- 
tics, divide them into two groups, and follow them over time to 
determine the incidence of disease in the two sets of individ- 
uals. One set is exposed to the variable being studied and the 
other set, the control group, is not. Differences between the 
groups are measured and statistically analyzed to provide 
t;^ searchers with in format ion . CI |nical intervent ion trials are 
similar to Cohort studies, except that investigators randomly 
assign participants into groups, have groups change their behavior 
in a certain way i^tor example, change their dietary patterns), and 
then measure the di f f erences between the groups over time. 

The report stated that ^he preponderence of the data and the 
degree of concordance between the epidemiological and the 
laboratory evidence determined the strength of the report's 
conclusions. The committee found that the evidence suggested a 
link between some dietary components and cancer but that the 
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dose-response effect is a qradien^ response, i.e., one where 
exposure to successively stronger doses of a substance prodAjces a 
successively stronger response. 
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evidence v.s not strong enough to draw conclusions about the link 
between otwer dietary components and cancer. 

Different viewpoints about providi_na 
public dietary advice 

''''Toel'T/o. r.'^orllTrT iT^.Toll^llTl studies, then 
IZ'limnTVTntZlt to .a.e "commendations. In Toward 
Healthful Diets FNB Stated that it believed that 

advice should be given to the public when the 
s;r;nqth, extent, consistency, coherence, and plausi- 
h"t?y of "e ev dence from lines of investigation 
ranqinq from epidemic ogy to molecular biology con- 
verge ?o indicate that certain dietary practices or 
other aspects of lifestyle promote health benefits 
without incurring undue risks." 

The Diet, Nutrition, and C-cer Co i.tee ^^^f /^^^f^ ."U^ienufic 
principles, but because of <3iffe""^tfferent conclusion than FNB 
hlTT.'. Tersibi^it^ol =rb!ird?eta^r^"ad"vL^e to decrease cancer 



r isk . 



goals for, the ""itedSta^ was published in^Janu^ 
Because Dietary Goals was the ^ ^"^^^ ^'f'^^^,^^. . ^ mug committee 
national^urtndeUnes, It was ^n^-^^l^^iblish^d^n an 869- 
invited comments from 50 experts wnicn^ Views 

g^l^f^^^eruen 1om"t"e f^ ^tsTand reiss ued the 

^Ut;rv Goils fn December 1977. The following Issues were raised 
by the Dietary Goals debate: 

-scientists are divided ov-/he question of at HH^flf,^^ 
in thp development of scientific evidence "ey 
pubHc opinions about diet's relationship to health. 

c-rientists hav. substantial disagreements about the benefit 
"';;f dietary changes by the qener.l population in reducing 
chronic disease risk. 

-information on what the U.S. public actually eats is 
incomplete and difficult to improve. 

A niofarv Goals Stated that honest professional dis- 
•;i;;;:\,:;„:;rt§Tl'f^^tff^trexist concerning the basic dietary 

nath to 'jood health. 



43 



"7 



I I 



How much evidence is needed? 



Scientists whom we interviewed stated that nutrition is a 
field of inquiry which traditionally has been concerned with the 
role of diet in preventing nutritional deficiencies such as 
scurvy, which results from a deficiency of vitamin C. Scientists 
also have been increasingly interested in how diet may affect com- 
plex diseases such as heart disease or cancer. These complex 
diseases result from many causes — family history of the disease, 
sex, age, or smoking, for example — and diet may be one factor 
involved in whether any individual's risk is greater, although 
scientists disagree about how important a factor it is. 

The type and amount of scientific evidence required before 
providing advice to the public is a controversial matter in the 
scientific community. In general, the two NAS reports represent 
two schools of thought concerning the type and amount of evidence 
needed for providing dietary advice to the public. For explana- 
tory purposes, we term these schools the "possibility of preven- 
tive benefit" school and the "proof of preventive benefit" 
school. While both groups of scientists are concerned about dis- 
ease prevention, one group focuses more on the benefits which may 
result from undertaking preventive dietary changes while the other 
group focuses more on the need for proof that such changes will be 
reliably effective before advocating action. The scientists whom 
we interviewed may not agree with our categorization because 
groups of scientists decide each issue after evaluating the scien- 
tific evidence and may not fall consistently into any school of 
thought. 

The "possibility of preventive benefit" school 

Scientists have stated that the conclusions drawn by scien- 
tists from different schools of thought may differ partly because 
they begin with different assumptions and look at problems from 
different perspectives. Conclusions and recommendations reached 
by some scientists, such as those agreed to by the Diet, Nutri- 
tion, and Cancer Committee members, reflect a public-wide approach 
to problems by focusing on the incidence of disease in a popula- 
tion and searching for methods of reducing disease incidence in 
populations as a whole. These scientists see cancer as a major 
public health problem and look for causes, methods of prevention, 
and cures. Cancer is a very serious disease which is difficult to 
treat successfully, in part because it may be diagnosed late in 
the course of the disease. It is the second highest cause of 
death in the United States. 



Many scientists agree that diet is a factor, along with many 
others, in people's risk of qetting cancer. According to such 
scientists, diet is a risk factor which people can control. 
Scientists from the possibility of preventive benefit school seek 
information on how diet is linked to cancer to see what, if any, 
dietary changes people can make to decrease their cancer risk. 
Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer stated that although the data are 
neither clear-cut nor complete, when the laboratory and epidemio- 
logical evidence converges to indicate that some dietary changes 
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may decrease cancer risk and these changes have no known risk, 
dietary advice may be provided. 

These scientists state that dietary changes have been 

hltt iudqment and told that evidence points to dietary changes 
^h^^ mav llssen the public's disease risk. They state that the 
pubUrLits and'ilL'^a right to know the best i^^^--^^^",- ^"^^ 
?an provide at a given point in time and that people are making 
changes baled on past recommendations and living longer. 

Public fjealth recommendations are designed to decrease the 
- ;itL^8ea in a qiven population, which is different from 
the%rL?erortreat?nrrindLidual P'^tient with a disease The 
ufic ^ 7 - . cii. ^*.^m -^iia*- A amall decrease in the Inciaence or 
^ts^a e^'ln^rpopu a?To^"?s lATt'.' n!L, Ion and Cancer's 

disease, = ^ ^u' not prescribing therapy for 

?r^a?Ina'd?sease! nor were ^hey mlkina „Sndatory reco»«r.endation8 

^r^ruc^'t^tn^tdl ce'^lf Jsease in a^ 

benlliTs to individuals who tiiiow t .em. Instead they are 
optional advice and may be beneficial. 

Thg -proof of preventiv e benefit" school 

some scientists, such as Toward Healthful Diets' authors, 

recommendations are provided to ^^e public, as with treatment ot 

^ :f iJiit^^iririr^fn-rp^ivi^/s^urs^^i'^ 

vaccines — proven safe and effective. 

The oroven safe and effective standard is the standard which 
n.Idbv?he Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to determine 

and h.mans to determine that they the^ iiirprovide! 

is both safe and effective. 

Toward Healthful Diets' authors stated that the public is 
aavised to Chance Its dlit^to "^^^s -ea^^ris., .rrultreui 

irendations imply that if tney are roiAuwc 
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occur. These scientists say that they believe that recommenda- 
tions should not be made to the public unless scientific evidence 
has demonstrated that promised benefits will reliably occur. 
People will decide that science is not credible, according to 
these scientists, if promised benefits do not occur. 

According to the former PNB chairman, this does not mean 
necesfprily that science has to have demonstrated how a phenomenon 
works. For example, aspirin works reliably to relieve headaches 
although science does not yet completely understand how, and 
insulin was prescribed for diabetics because it worked before 
scientists understood how it worked. 

According to the former PNB chairman, nutrition science has 
been used successfully in the past to treat and prevent nutri- 
tional deficiency diseases, sometimes through public programs. 
Iodized salt to prevent goiter and vitamin D-fortified milk to 
prevent rickets are examples of successful preventive nutrition 
measures which, according to the former chairman, were based on 
established scientific knowledge of effectiveness. 

According to the former FNB chairman and the task force 
chairman, science has not yet demonstrated that dietary changes 
will reliably reduce cancer risk or help people live longer. 
People who live in developed countries who have different diets 
live to about the same ages. If dietary changes have not been 
proven to extend life, they offer no benefit because the U.S. 
public is healthy and long-lived consuming its current diet. 

Toward Healthful Diets stated that FNB believed it unwise to 
make single, all-mclusive dietary recommendations to the public 
because the nutritional needs of population subgroups (such as 
pregnant woltien, teenagers, and the elderly) differ. Because 
people's needs differ, not all people may safely follow general 
guidelines. One FNB member provided as an example a case where a 
vegetarian eliminated milk and eggs from his diet, following 
public advice about cholesterol, and developed a vitamin defi- 
ciency as a result. 

The FNB task force chairman stated that public dietary recom- 
mendations can be misinterpreted. For example, individuals who 
read that cholesterol is bad might assume that ail fatty foods 
are bad for health. That is not the case because cholesterol is 
needed in humans and is present in every human cell. According to 
the scientists, inappropriate reductions of foods can interfere 
with normal, healthy development. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The two NAS reports on diet and health came to different 
conclusions about diet's relationship to cancer although the 
fundamental dietary advice about variety and moderation offered by 
both reports is similar and is consistent with past advice from 
other groups. 
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The scientific evidence 
dietary advice to reduce chronic disease risk is a con ^^^^^ 
matter in the scientific community. The two NAS repo f 
two schools of thought on the ^^^^'J"^,^:,^:^^ ^^Lhing'cot 
different weight to ^^^^^""^^^^P^i the two groups came to 

elusions. This is a '"^J^'^/^^^^f '^elat ionlhir^^ cancer. Toward 
different conclusions about diet s ^^J^^^^^"^"^^ clinical int^^v^ 
Healthful Diets ' authors were ™o"^f changes on individ- 

disease rates. 

NO standard o£ scientific evidence has beer, universally 

tionship to chronic f j.^^^^.'^^^^' ^^e^^iet Ind health, the scien- 
field such as the "1^*^°"^^^^"" complete. Scientists say that 

tific "°^,rLst be made about ;hat the evidence means 

at some point judgments must ue mauc 
for people's health practices. 

The authors-scientists and P^V^^^^^^^^^^^ 
Diets say that they believe ^^at the U.S^ public g ^^^^ 
IHHFlived and healthy, due in P^rt to 3^3335 should 

dietary changes '^^^^'"'"^"^^^.^^/"^^thef thera^^^ or preventive 
have to meet the same standards as other tner p i^ 
measures, such as drugs or vaccines. That is, diet y ^^^^^^.^^ 
recommended to prevent ^^^ease should be proven sa ^i^^ary 

before they are P'^o"?r^^^K.^^dP tC the pubUc because individ- 
recommendations should "^t be made to the public ^^^^ 

uals vary considerably in their need ^^^^^^^iJ^^^aations as a 

believe that the evidence supporting dietary ^.^^ 

disease prevention measure J^^^^^^^Jf ^?^out medical supervision 
involved when people alter their ^^^^s wiiin 
in an effort to prevent specific diseases. 

While the scientists and P^^l^^f^l^^^^^^^^^ 

liHtrition,_ai^^ chronic dlLases are a 

plete, they say that they believe tn^ action is needed, 

public health problem of such magnitude that act 10^ ^^^^^ 

Means of preventing chronic ®f . . ^ 

Mpntific evidence 
interest. These individuals state that it scie preventive 

from many sources <^°";'^'^'3^^ '° P° has been fdenttfied, and the 
action, no risk of ing the -^i-^^^^^^^f^rations to the general 
potential benefits J'^^f^' ' "t^te that people are making 
public ought to be made, ^"'^y ""^^ are living longer, 

changes based on past recommendations and are living 

such differences of opinion J-^^^^J^^," ?S'pub!ic"con"o- 
leqitimate differences, although they may lead to p 

versy. NAS officials However , NAS L con- 

result in a loss of scientific ^ility^ science not about 

earned about producing '^«P°'^" eiltfnrfrom the publ ic' . 

eifwprirt.^^^Artf,Lrh"it"a^i.s:ritrirury"^roups to Z so. has 
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no formal means in its report production process to require 
assessment of whether its reports on diet and health will appear 
consistent or to outline the significance of scientific disagree- 
ments so that the public and policymakers understand why groups 
arrived at different conclusions. Such matters are left to the 
discretion of the NAS President or the study group. 

NAS report preparation guidelines suggest that study groups 
should avoid making social conclusions and recommendations except 
in special circumstances which should be clearly set forth in the 
report. Guidelines also suggest that study groups should cite 
relatfid NAS reports and describe how and why the study committee 
came to conclusions that differ from those of other NAS reports. 

Neither Toward Healthful Diets ' nor Diet, Nutrition, and 
Cancer ' s authors chose to follow the suggestions entirely. Toward 
Healthful Diets was a brief position statement. Thus, it did not 
fully document the methodology the FNB task force used to arrive 
at conclusions and recommendations. Public controversy resulted 
which might have been alleviated had NAS report preparation sug- 
gestions been followed. The NAS President could in the future 
consider emphasizing the importance of study groups' clearly set- 
ting forth how and on what basis they arrive at conclusions and 
recommendations. 

The authors of Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer npted in a foot- 
note to the report that their conclusions about dietary fat's 
relationship to cancer were different from Toward Healthful Diets ' 
conclusions without discussing the reasons for the difference. If 
the issue of why the two NAS reports came to different conclusions 
had been addressed, either In a letter from the NAS President 
bound into the front of the report or in a foreword, the public 
controversy might have been precluded or minimized. A letter from 
the President or a foreword is likely to be read by the general 
public and by policymakers who have limited reading time. A dis- 
cussion of the different schools of thought about public dietary 
advice would have provided a better context for policymakers as 
they assess the issues involved. The NAS President could consider 
including a background statement in public reports that sets out 
differences of scientific judgment on the issue of when scientific 
evidence is sufficient to provide public advice on such issues as 
diet's relationship to health. 

COMMENTS BY NAS AND OTHERS 
AND OUR. EVALUATION 

NAS commented that it welcomed the recognition in the report 
that legitimate and valid differences in judgment may exist among 
scier.tists in their interpretation of scientific evidence, and 
that such disagreements are often hard to communicate clearly to 
the public (see app. IV). NAS stated that it appreciated the 
report's reiteration of the need for study committees to clearly 
set forth how and on what basis they reached their conclusions and 
recommendations, and that this objective has been a central theme 
of the Rr:. 



48 



ERIC 



Comrtienting on our suggestion that apparent discrepancies 
between studies on related topics might be discussed in the NAS 
President's transmittal letter, NAS stated that it has found that 
contextual differences between reports and their covering trans- 
mittal letters can be confusing to the public reader. NAS stated 
hat perhaps where differences in studies are sufficiently pro- 
nounced as to require explanation, this point could be noted in 
the transmittal letter. NAS said that while each committee is 
accountable for the substantive content of its report, the insti- 
tution also has a responsibility for assuring that reports are as 
accurate as possible and that each committee has taken account of 
differences in judgment within the scientific community. 

HHS commented that, because our report makes frequent refer- 
ence to the lack of standards upon which scientific evidence can 
be evaluated, we might want to refer to the Report of the Task 
Force on the Evidence Relating Six Dieta ry Factors to the Nation s 
Ho^n-h p.ihiished in The American Journal of Clini cal Nutrition m 
December 1979 (see app. V). However, as discussed beginning on 
page 38, consensus about criteria for evaluating scientific evi- 
dence does exist. There is no consensus in the scientific commun- 
ity however, about what and how much scientific evidence supports 
public recommendations for dietary changes to reduce chronic 
disease risk. The American Society forClinical Nutrition study 
group report referred to by HHS expressly avoided deriving dietary 
recommendations . 

USDA commented that differences in scientific judgment can be 
better understood in reports that set forth procedures used in 
arriving at conclusions and clearly differentiate between scien- 
tific fact and judgment (see app. VII). USDA said that reports on 
topics of great public interest such as those on diet and health 
might discuss disagreements on the conclusiveness of the evidence 
among committee members, if such disagreements exist. As we dis- 
cuss on page 16, NAS provides its study group members the option 
of indicating dissenting opinions in study reports but neither 
Toward Healthful Diets nor Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer contains a 
minority statement. 

USDA also commented that differences such as that between 
Toward Heal thful Diets and Diet, Nutri tion, and Cancer might be 
expected, and that one approach to miniraize misinterpretation in 
the future might be for agencies to ask NAS to describe and 
summarize the extent and boundaries of scientific knowledge which 
relate to a specific problem, but reserve the task of developing 
national policy to the appropriate responsible government agency. 
We believe it should be noted that NAS advises on, but does not 
set, natxonal policy. 

commenting on this report, the former FNB Chairman stated 
that although the report discusses the major issue responsible for 
the controversy over reports on diet and health— what type of evi- 
dence should be required before advice on the relationship between 
diet and health/disease is offered to the public— the report does 
not directly confront the issue (see app. VIII). He stated that 
he believes' that the issue should be brought to the fore and 
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faced, and recommends that the report include a recommendation to 
NAS that it convene a broadly based committee to consider the 
question of developing guidelines for determining when scientific 
evidence is adequate to serve as the basis for establishing public 
policy. He stated that such a committee should be asked to deal 
specifically with the question of the importance of being able to 
predict accurately the outcome of a public policy recommendation. 

As discussed on pages 30, 33, and 47, we were told by 
scientists whom we interviewed, and discerned from reviewing the 
literature, that standards of evidence which could be agreed to by 
scientists were not feasible because scientists could never all 
agree on a single set of standards and because each public health 
problem is unique. Also, NAS study groups, which are convened 
specifically to address problems not only by evaluating the evi- 
dence but also by making expert judgments, are given the freedom 
to address the issues in the manner in which the group decides is 
best. We do not believe our evidence supports a recommendation 
such as that suggested by the former PNB Chairman, and it is not 
clear whether such guidelines would unduly restrict NAS study 
groups in pursuing the objectives which they and NAS are estab- 
lished to pursue. NAS reports are one of the elements which enter 
into the making of public policy, but the responsible departments 
and agencies and the Congress also consider other elements such as 
economic and political concerns. 

Other comments from the Food and Drug Administration and from 
individual scientists which pertained to this chapter's clarity 
and technical accuracy are contained in appendixes VI and VII. 
The comments were considered and the chapter was revised where 
appropriate to improve its clarity and accuracy. 
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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

Few areas of public health policy have engendered more contro- 
versy in recent years than the issues arising trom the rela- 
tionships between diet and health. 

The prestigious National Academy of Sciences has been thrust 
into the center of the coajroversy over diet and cancer as a 
result of recent sharply contradictory studies conducted 
under its auspices. 

The existence of these two divergent points of view coming 
within months of each other from what is widely regardeu as 
the most prestigious and influential scientific body m the 
nation raises some basic questions as to the role of the 
National Academy of Sciences in the development of public 
po 1 icy . 

The Academy has been termed "the honorary apex of the U.S, sci- 
entific community". Established in 1863, as an official ad- 
visor to the federal government on scientific and technical 
questions, it is widelv perceived to be a source of indepen..ont , 
objective advice -- an organization that will speak the truth 
on' controversial issues without yielding to the pressures ot 
political leaders or powerful special interest groups. Be- 
cause of this reputation, the studies, reports and recommen- 
dations carried out and issued under its name have a substan 
tial impact on the deliberations of the Congress and the Icderal 
v^overnment, and on the opinions and decisions of the public ab 
a whole. 

'he credibilitv of the Academy's contributions to the public 

poiuv nrocess' is tied closely to how well, iiist 1 tut lona 11 v . 

the Acndemv is al>le to provide for tlie expression of diver;;ent 

sc lent 1 fi.' V levs^. , opinion, and judgments in a context that is 

meinmgful to tlie scientific community, to government decision- 

iM.ikers' and to the iMihlic as a whole. To what degree does the 

\cadomv cope with the "politics" of science, and is 

in i'-'^ work, to consistentlv maintain adeciuate and visible 

.i 1 tt erent Kit ion between scientific fact and scientific .ludgnu.-nt 
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Mr. Bowsher 

September 30, 1982 

and opinion? Because the Academy is not an obscure, ivory 
tower group, but an agency of considerable prestige and in- 
fluence, deficiencies in the institutional operation of the 
Academy become, in effect, deficiencies in the public policy 
process . 

It appears that in the area of diet and cancer, at least, the 
Academy has contributed to the confusion already surrounding 
the issue. 

The two divergent studies dealing with diet and cancer re 
"Toward Healthful Diets", conducted by the Academy's Food 
and Nutrition Board and made public in 1980, and the study 
re leased' this summer, conducted by an ad hoc Committee of 
the Academy, "Diet, Nutrition and Cancer".. 

Both studies reflect the considered judgment of the scientists 
who carried them out eminent authorities and experts in the 
field of nutrition and health. Each study has a different mes- 
sage in fact, the messages are just about 180 degrees apart. 

The studies are similar in that they both agree that no cause- 
effect relationships have been established betweeen diet and 
cancer, ■ This is scientific fact in which they both concur. 
Beyond that, however, the opinions and judgments of the authors 
are poles apart. 

The authors of "Toward Healthful Diets", for example, take this 
\" lew: 

The Board considers it scientifically unsound to make 
single, all-inclusive recommendations to the public 
rei^arding intakes of energy, protein, fat, cholesterol, 
carbohydrate, fiber and sodium" 

* * * 

"The Board believes that in the absence of evidence 
of u causal relationship between the macronutr ients 
of the diet and cancer, there is no basis for rr.akin^^ 
recommendations to modify the proportions of these 
macroautrients in the American diet at this time". 

The authors of "Diet, .Nutrition and Cancer", on the other hand, 
take an o{)posite view, as described by the Academy's i^resident, 
Dr. Prank Press, in a letter dated July 1 2, 1 98 2 , responding 
to a Con>iress iona 1 inquiry on the study: 
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Mr. Bowsher 

September 30, 1982 

However, as vou are well aware, decisions in- 
volving scientific information often are needed 
before ail the evidence is at hand. This is es- 
pecially true in matters concerning dfet and chronic 
diseases, the complex nature of which -makes it un- 
likely that a precise cause-effect relationship 
can ever be demonstrated. In such matters, author- 
itative judgment is a necessary complement to the 
data base in reaching conclusions. Our committee 
on diet and cancer, after careful consideration 
of the evidence and recoguition of, all the uncer- 
tainties, concluded that scientific evidence Was 
available to suggest a course of action, and that 
not to make dietary recommendations at this time 
would be a dereliction of its responsibility". 

It evident from this that the difference between the con- 
clusions of the two studies lie in the respective opinions 
of the authors and not in the scientific facts, on which there 
is agreement. To the public, however, the studies appear con- 
tradictory and confusing in 1980 the Academy said one thing 
and in 1982 its says another. It is not made clear at all 
that there are some fundamental and very valid differences be- 
tween the' two in terms of basic approach, as can be seen in , 
the following from the 1980 study. 

In the case of diseases- with multiple and poorly 
understood etiology, such as cancer and cardiovascular 
disease, the assumption that dietary change will be 
effective as a preventive measure is controversial. 
These diseases are not primarily nut r 1 1 lona 1 , a 1 though 
thev have nutritional determinants that vary in im- 
portance from individual to individual. ...Tnose ex- 
nerts who advocate a more aggressive approach and seek 
to change the national diet in the hope of preventing 
these degenerative diseases assume that the risk ot 
chance is minimal and rely heavily on epidemiological 
evidence for support of their belief in the probabi - 
bilitv of benefit. Neither the degree of risk nor 
the extent of benefit can be assumed in the absence 
of suitable evidence. ...(The Board) believes that 
.in extensive and critical evaluation of .assumpt ions 
underlving anv recommendations for dietary change 
should be carried out, including risk-benofit analyses . 

11,- iMoss in his .lulv i: letter, discusses the problem of ip- 
n.itent contr iJict ions in the reports, and points out that: 
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"A further observation in your letter on the 
substantive aspects of the report on diet and 
cancer states that American consumers and those 
who produce food for them cannot afford contra- 
dictory advice which unduly raises concerns about 
dietary patterns* It seems evident from both Con- 
gressional and other correspondence that the major 
concerns over the diet and cancer report are those 
related ta the consumption of both saturated and 
unsaturated fats be reduced in the average American 
diet, and that the consumption of meat and dairy 
products, namely, its recommendations to the con- 
sumption of salt cured or smoked toods minimized. 
Since many institutions concerned with diet and 
health have for a number of years urged similar 
reductions, it seems improbable that the consuming 
public would be confused by this consistent message." 

Hhilc it'^s true that some similar recommendations have been 
made in the past, the overall effect has been to compound 
the confusion, rather than lessen it. Tt is ironic that the 
1980 report was a special effort to reduce some of the confu- 
sion and controversy over dietary recommenda t-ion s that had been 
made up to that time. In its introduction to that study, the 

f-ood and Nutrition Board of the Academy said this: 

< 

"The Food and Nutrition Board is concerned about 
the flood of dietary recommendations currently be inii 
made to the American public in the hope that a variety 
of chronic degenerative diseases may be prevented 
in some persons. These recommendations, which 
have come from various agencies in government , vo 1 - 
un t ary hea 1 1 h groups , consume r advocates , and hea 1 th- 
food interests, often lack a sound scientific foun- 
dation, and some are contradictory to one another. 
In an effort to reduce the confusion in the mind of 
the public that has resulted from these many conflict- 
ing recommendations, the Board has prepared the follow- 
i ng sta tement" . 

It IS apparent to us that, on this question of the relationship 
• M" diet to c ance r , even the e f f o r t s of the Na t iona 1 Academy 
^vit^nco have left the issues clouded and murky, not only witli 
Mit resolution, but al^o lacking in any substantive clarification. 

In view of this, we ask the assistance of the Gene ra r Aocoun t i ng 
Office in tVNv) areas. l-irst, the Xcademv's effort^. have resulted 
in a clear need for presentation in a useful w,ay of the agenda 
of issues and the full range of scientific fact anvi Judgment 
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Mr . Bow<hc rs 

-n ^he relationship of diet to cancer. We request that your 
iv:e'uv undertake this task in a manner similar to what you 
hive done in the past on other questions that is, provide 
is uith an outline of the controversies, explanation of the 
i..,r,v<. md background on the biases that may co)or the various 
pfMnt^ 't" view involved. 
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importani^e is the need to explore the Academy s in- 
•ii vulnerabilities and limitations in an effort to 

how the functions of the Academy can be better util- 
rm'ide objective input into the public policy process 
V in the area of diet and health. Since federal con- 
th the Acaderiv provide most of its operating budget, 
(^rtant that the contracting^ process be analyzed in 
the influence of federal agencies on th€ Academy in 
the wavs in which they are to be addressed. The 
on influence on the Academy from private interests must 
X p 1 o r ed , 

'however, we believe that the focus of your effort 
*on how the Academv can do a better job of clearly dif- 
UK between faat and judgment, of accurately reflecting 
^ or view within the scientific community the range 
o.i and often diven;ent opinions and judgments of scien- 
vMort^ m the field on a particular issue - and o^P^^' 
Mns information in wavs that are clear, meaningful and 
* . ^hc ron^t;ress, federal agencies, and the public as a 
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..ureJ of our full cooperation in this effort, and 
:,1 that vou will be able to assign staff and resources 
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studv in an expeditious manner, 
ere ly 
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The Honorable Charles A. Bcwshef 
Comptroller General of the 

United States ' I 

General Accounting Office 

Washington , D.C. 20548 , 
Dear Mr. Bowsher: - 

The issue of diet and health is an important concern of the American 
public, and statements linking particular elements of the diet and 
health can Vesult in great impact, especially if these statements 
come from respected sources. Consequently, it is imperative l:hat re- 
ports from government-related sources be consistent and credible. 

In 1980 the Food and Nutrition Board of the National Academy of 
Sciences .issued a study entitled "Towards Healthful Diets." In this 
report the Boarcj concluded there was no basis for making recommenda- 
tions to modify the proportions of macronutrients in the American 
diet. Subsequently, on June 16, 1982, the National Research Council 
of the National Academy of Sciences released' a study conducted by an 
ad hoc committee of the /-^ademy under cpntract with the National 
Cancer Institute. ""Although this study did not find a cause-effect re- 
lationship between diet and cancer, the committee saw fit to make 
several specific dietary recommendations. The contradictions between 
these two studies have caused confusion and controversy ar^ raise some 
basic questions as to the role of th^ National Academy of \ciences in 
the developrpent of public policy. Becau^ of it^ impressive reputation, 
the studies,* reports and recommendatig|ns carried out and issued under 
the name of the Academy have a substantial impact on the deliberations 
of the Congress and the Federal government, and on the opinions and 
decisions of the public as a whole. 

Consequently, we urge th the General Accounting Office initiate an 
effort to assist us in ao .ressing some of these questions and resolv- 
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October 1, 1982 



ing some of the controversies. We will be pleased to meet with you 
and members of your staff regarding our concerns in this matter. 

Sincerely, 




Cooper Evans 
Member of Congress 



Tom Hagedorn 
Member of Congress 
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T6m Tau)efe 
Member of Congress 
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October 1, 1982 



1119 |jQM9t«Q«rm HouM Omu 8mi 

WMHMOTOM, D C. COSIf 

(102) m-tiei 



401 CSNntM AVGNM 



<IM MlMAaVTA) 

US00-4U-S770 



The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher; 

Recently the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences 
released a study conducted by an ad hoc committee of the Academy under contract 
with the National Cancer Institute. Although this study did not find a cause- 
effect relationship between diet and cancer, the committee saw fit to make 
several specific dietary recommendations. These recommendations are contrary 
to conclusions of a report in 1980 of the Food and Nutrition Board, the standing 
committee in the Academy, which related then that there was no basis for making 
recommendations to modify the proportion of the macronutrients in the American 
diet. 

The contradictions between these two studies have resulted in confusion and 
controversy and raise some basic questions as to the role of the National Academy 
of Sciences in the development of public policy. Because of Its impressive 
reputation, the studies, reports and recomrondations carried out and Issued 
under the name of the Academy have a substantial Impact on the deliberations 
of the Congress and the federal government, and on the opinions and decisions 
of the public as a whole. 

We feel strongly that recommendations in the area of diet and health must be 
consistent and credible. The credibility of the Academy's input in the public 
policy process is tied closely to how well the Academy is able to provide for 
the exnre?;sion of a full range of scientific thought in a context that Is 
meaningful to governmental decision-makers and the public. It is apparent that 
this latest report of the Academy In the area of diet and cancer is confusino 
and leaves a basic question in our minds as to thtf role of the Academy in the 
development of public policy in this area. We ur^e that the General Accounting 
Office promptly initiate an effort to resolve these serious questions and 
contradictions resulting from the NAS report. Hopefully you could undertake 
this project as you have done in the past on other similar questions by explaininq 
the issues, outlining the controversies and providing any background on any biases 
which might affect the points of view involved. Additionally, there is a need 
to consider the Academy's institutional vulnerabilities and limitations In an 
effort to determine how the functions of the Academy can be better utilized to 
provide objective Input into the public policy process In this area. 
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We urge a prompt and favorable response to our request, and we will be pleased 
to meet with you and your staff to outline in more detail our specific concerns. 



ARLAN STANGELAND, M.C 



Sincerely, 




QJL.L . S.3i:uJU~ 




CHARLES W. STENHOLM, M.C, 



CLINT ROBERTS, M.C. 



CHARLES WHITLEY, M.C 




59 



73 



ERIC 



I 



^ 1 



APPENDIX I 



APPENDIX I 



LiLL GOODLING 
tf»TM District. Pi^nnSvlvamia 



cowMrrrifSi 

coMMtrrrs on 

CDUCaTiON ANO LAftOf^ 



ffANKiMO MiNORlTVi 
CUfMCNTAAy KCONOARV ANO 
VOCATIONAL KDUCATiON 



HUMAN RtfOUItCeS 
COMMITTCC OM 

ro««EiON ArrAiAtt 

AANKINO MtNOMlTVi 
AFRICA 



A«(AM ANO FAClPiC AMTAim* 




Congres(£t of tfje Winittti Btatti 

ifia<binBton. 9.C. 20515 



I>x:eiTiDer 20, 1982 



Room 109 

TKt.c»»«QMC (102) ti5«5CM 
oimiicY orricfe. 

200 Sooth Ocoaas tttatrr 

VOUil. PgMNtVI.WAMlA U40S 
CMAAftCa But UMNO 

212 Homrm HAMovn STUcrr 

CAMLtSt^. Pc»«««rVVAMIA 170 1 J 

Pmt Ort ICC BwildimA 

OrrrvMUM, PoMSvLVANiA l/S2ft 

io» Yaui am. 
Camp Nilx, PtMtiTLvAKiA wot I 



44 PR 



tSfR 



TOO. PRCS OirrRiCT numbbmi 

•S^lSlI 



'Ihe !!anorablo Chcxrles E. Grass k-y 
U. S. ^icnate 

2 32 Russell Son/ite Office Build-Lnc^ 
W<isliington, P. C. 20510 

Duar Senator Grass ]ey: 

I recently had an q^portunity to review your Sopteniber 30, 1982 
letter to the Coi^troUer General of the Unitt^xi States, the Honorable 
Charles A. Bowshcr. ocmcerning the Nation^il Acadany of Sciences and its 
contradictory reports on the relationship betw^icn diet and health • 

I want to let you know that I vrfx^leheartedly endorse your request 
JO the General Accoianting Office and am letting tlic5n knew of my svpport 
through a copy of this letter. 

There are a large nifftfcer of farmers in my district and to a great 
extent their livelihood depends csi the receipt of factual information fcy 
the consuming public. Too mich harm has already been doaie to the agricultural 
ccnnunity through the distribution of inaccurate reports on diet and health — 
tispecially the dairy and pork iridustries. 

Again, I Gcnm*nd you on taking tlx? initiative to request this report 
by U^.o GAG. if I rjan be of any assistance to you in this matter, please do 
not hesitate to let *t>d know. 

BILL GOODLING 
f'Vmber of Uongress 

!3C;: Ir 

(X:: Tl-ie Honorable Charles A. Bcxs'sher 

(\xnptrollcr Gcuierul of the United States 
<k.'iieral Accr^unting Office 
Washington, u, C. 20548 
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HEARINGS HELD AND STUDIES CONCERNING TOWARD HEALTHFUL 
DIETS AND DIET, NUTRITION, AND CANCER 

Both Toward Healthful Diets and Di et, Nutrition, and Cancer 
sparked public controversy. The Congress responded, m the case 
of To ward Healthful Diets , by holding hearings on scientific 

issues involved in providing P^^^i^ ^f^^^^L f ;:i^^;/"%he Ameri- 
requesting evaluation of Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer. The Amen 
can Meat Institute and the National Livestock ana neat Board 

pCnso?ed a separate study of ni.t, Nutrition, and Cancer's epi- 
demiologic evidence to determine whether the NAS committee's 
science was sound. 

TOWARD HEALTHFUL DIETS HEARINGS 

Two hearings were held on Toward Healthful Diets . The Senate 
committee on Appropriations Subcommittee. °" agriculture , Rural 
Development, and Related Agencies held a special hearing on the 
report on July 16, 1980. 

This hearing was convened to discuss issues involved in the 
USDA/HHS Dietary Guidel ines for Americans, ^hf^ guidelines, like 
many otheVs, were controversial because not f 
in agreement as to what recommendations should .^^^^ 
hearing's purpose was to "clear the air" about the scientific 
issues involved with providing public dietary advice and to 
explore the various viewpoints involved. 

The major controversial matter considered by the bearing was 
whether recommendations could be made concerning diet and heart 
disease. USDA/HHS and several other groups believed that recom 
mendations could be made concerning ^^^^ and heart disease, and 
that a general recommendation to the public to reduce fat and 
cholesterSIwas justified. Other groups including ^^B disagreed 
5he hearing also noted that there was some disagreement with n FNB 
Ibout ?he need to reduce dietary fat as the ^^"^i^^^^.^^^"^^ 
prepared the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDAs) suggested 
dietary fat should be reduced. 

The House Agriculture Committee's Subcommittee on Domestic 
Markelinq consumer Relations, and Nutrition held a hearing on 
Toward H e;ithful Diets on Jun^ 18>19, 1980. This hearing was to 
ifimi^ the difference s between the USDA/HHS Die tarY Guidelines 
for Am:ricans ' and Towa rd Healthf jU^iets ' recommendat^ Both 
h^"i 7ings focu sed attention on the scientific basis for Doth sets 
of "oLenSat!ons and explored the problem of P^-^^-?^^);^^,:"^^ 
to the public when the scientific evidence is amenable to more 
than one reasonable interpretation. 

S TUDIES OF DIETf NUTRITION ^ AND CANCER 

Diet Nutrition, a nd Cancer has been the subject of five 
..ud li^-^TFennTrts-TOt^^ 

of the National Academy of Sciences Report (CRS, July 1982). This 
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study was requested by a Member of Congress. It gave background 
on the NAS report, examined the report's interim guidelines, and 
compared them with recommendations and guidelines in 12 reports 
prepared by private and public organizations, including those of 
Toward Healthful Diets . 

Two Members of Congress also requested a private organiza- 
tion, the Council for Agricultural Science and Technology, to 
prepare a report on Di rt, Nutrition^ and Cancer to ( 1 ) examine its 
impact on American agriculture and the health of the American con- 
sumer and (2) determine whether its conclusions and recommenda- 
tions were premature or justified. The Council's report. Diet, 
Nutrition, and Cancer; A Critique (1982), was a collection of 
analyses of the NAS report prepared by natural and social scien- 
tists. Each essay represented only the opinion of its author. A 
wide range of opinions was covered in the report as some strongly 
agreed and others strongly disagreed with the interim guidelines 
in Diet, Nutrition,^ and Cancer . The study's introduction stated 
that because of the wide range of scientists' strongly held views, 
a consensus could not be reached by commentators on Diet, Nutri - 
tion, and Cancer 's merits. 

The American Meat Institute and the National Livestock and 
Meat Board contracted a private consulting firm to examine the 
epidemiological evidence the NAS committee used. Both groups 
were interested in having a review of the epidemiological studies 
pertinent to the recommendations concerning meat consumption to 
determine if the science the NAS committee used was sound. 

The consulting firm in ius report entitled Review of Diet, 
Nutrition, and Cancer; Assessment of the Epidemiologic Evidence 
Used to Support the National Academy of Sciences' Recommendations 
Concerning the Consumption of Meat, Processed Meats, and Fat 
(Jan. 1984) found that NAS had performed a thorough review of the 
epidemiological literature published between 1960 and 1981. The 
firm's key findings were that (1) the available data would not 
support any recommendation for a reduction in meat consumption; 
however, to the extent that meat consumption contributes substan- 
tially to total fat intake, an increased cancer risk is plausible 
and that therefore it would seem prudent to minimize the fat con- 
tent of meat, (2) the NAS recommendation to avoid foods preserved 
by salt-curing or smoking appears consistent with epidemiologic 
data from countries in which these processes predominate; however, 
the NAS report itself did not recommend a reduction in consumption 
of the typical processed meats currently consumed in the U.S. 
which in general are not salt-cured, and (3) that the NAS recom- 
mendation to reduce fat consumption in the U.S. diet, which 
derives from the synthesis of the epidemiologic data with meta- 
bolic, animal, and laboratory evidence, are prudent. 

Two federal agencies also reviewed Diet^ Nutrition, and 
Cancer . In May 1983 HHS issued its Report of the HHS Task Force 
on Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer . It stated that NAS' report was a 
carefully documented and thoughtfully considered evaluation and 
that the interim guidelines included in the NAS/NRC report should 
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be implemented within the context o£ the ""^/USDA Dietary Guide- 
line.. «nrt a5 oart of the Public Health Service Nutrition Objeo 
tives ?ot tlso! I? also stated that its guidelines were similar 
to the qovernm;ntal dietary guidelines and many of PNB's guide- 

Healthful Diets . The HHS task force concluded 
ihat the rrr-mr— "'"N Nutrition, and Ca ncer should be 

impUentel within the context o^ the """^.^p^^^^r 
Th«> Hwq task force did not consider the NAS report s 
Jdeiinfon^^fniSfzing consumption of -It-curea ana smoked foods 
because, according to the HHS Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Health! salt-cured and smoked meats are the responsibility of 
USDA. 

iiqnA (Mav 1983) also prepared a review which stated that 
n... ".ntr t?L and cancer is a thoughtful and carefully consid- 
ered review of the current scientific literature on the effects of 
dilt on the development of cancer. USDA criticized the report s 
fiecu?ive summary, press release, and some of its guidelines. For 

^^Imp^^rulDrst^U^ that it proposes to ^t-^^P ^-J^^Lfaf 

«3 at fat levels up to 35 percent of total calories as 
^ff^L^^L^^.i?^ ^^r^itiog. and cLcer's -ggested interim guide- 
line of 30 percent. USDA also disagreed with the report s interim 
guideline on salt-cured and smoked foods. 
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OOK>ARI50N OF OlfTAfiY R€CO>»CN0AT IONS IN VARIOUS REPCRTS" 



Towerq Healthful D<cts 

Select a nutritionaMy adequate 
diet from the foods available, 
by consigning each day approrrl- 
ate serylngs of daJ'^y produ< t», 
■neat or ieginies, ve9otableft and 
fruit), and cereal and brea<l9< 

Select as vide a variety of foods 
In each of the major food groups 
as Is practicable in or^ to ensure 
a high probability of consuning ade^ 
quate quantities of ail essential 

nutr l0nts« 

Adjust dietary energy tcaioricl 
Intake and energy expenditure so 
as to Maintain appropriate weight 
for height; If o^rwelght, achieve 
appropriate velgbt reduction by 
decreasing total food and fat ln~ 
take and by increasing physical 
activity. 

If the requirement for energy Is 
low 'e.g., ''educing diet), reduce 
consuiipt ion of foods such as alco- 
hol . sugars, fats, and oMs, which 
provide calories but fen other essan- 
t i al nutr- iontsa 



D iet, Hutrition and Cancer 

The coMRittee emphasUes the 
Importance of Including fruits, 
vegetables, and whole grain 
cereal products in the dally 
diet. 



Healthy People 



Dietary Guidei ines 
for Americans 
( USOA - HHS ) 

Cat a variety of foods. 



Maintain Ideal weight. 



Maintain Ideal weight. 



If the requirement for energy Is 
>ow. . .**©duce consumption of foods 
Such as. . . sugar . 



If overweight^ achieve appropriate 
•<»i<jht redu( ♦lo" by decreasing tjtai 
food and tat intake And bf Increas- 
ing physlrfll d<:tivity. 



Consume inore couples car- 
bohydrates.^ 



Consume less sugar • 



Tat food with adequate 
starch. 



Avoid too ffluch sugar. 



Eat food « 1 1 I adequate f iber ■ 



The consiffpt I on of both satur- 
ated and unsaturated fats 
Ishouidl be reduced in the 
avorage U.S. diet to ^0 percent 
of total calories ■ '^ the diet. 



Consv#ne 
fat. 



less saturated 



Avo'd foo »uch fat, 
•saturated f«t. 



Consvjoe less cholesterol . 



Avoid too much choles- 
terol . 



Co^sjtfue e fish, poultry, 
legiiiies, and less red twat. 



Dietary Goa I s 



lean Heart Association^ 



Avoid overweight, 
consme only as 
mm h energy as I s 
exjiended. 



A caloric intake adjusted to 
achieve and maintain Ideal 
body weight. 



Increase the consifRp- A moderate rise in dietary 

tlon of complex carbcr- carbohydrates to compensate 

hydrates*^ and natur - for the decrease in calories 

ally occurring sugar^. from dietary fat. 

Reduce the <onsiinption 
of refined ..nd processed 
sugars. 



Reduce over.tt ( tat 
rcTftSMption frtM 
apprnninateiy 40 per- 
cent to about 30 per- 
cent of enevgy Intake. 

Reduce satuf ated f»i 
consui»ptU)n to about 
10 percent of total 
energy Intake. 

Reduce choirs tare 1 
consimpt I on to VX^ 
mg/day . 



A reduction In total fat cal- 
ories achieved by a substan* 
tial reduction In dietary 
saturated fatty adds. The 
r un a u nts stated that |t would 
be desirable to decrease the 
current 40 pwc^f of total 
calories from fat to a level 
of V>-5^ p0rc«nf. 



A substantial reduffli^^n 
dietary cholesterol. 
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Dietary 



Alcohol 



Toward Healthful Qlet* 

use salt in BCKiiiratloo; adequate 
but safe intaKes «r« considered 
to range l>et*«n 5 to B grw* of 
soOliA Chloride daily. 

M the requireoeftt for •^fljj* 
low... reduce consi*»ptlon of foods 
such a« alcohol •• • 



^1 t-cwr<»d 
ano vnnked 
foods 



Diet Nutrition and Cancer 



If alcoholic beverage* are 
cons^wed. It lihouidl be done 
In flwderatlon. 

The cof^swt'oh P*"^. 
served by salt-curing »"c;«<J»"^ 
salt-plcliling or vwhlng (should! 
be mlnlnlied* 



Healthy Peop le 
Con»v#»8 loss salt. 



Dietary Guidel 
for Ajwt leans 



Dietary Goaiit 



4Mnerlcan Heart Association 



^ sodl^^ by reducing 

the Intake of s«i t to 
abou: 3 9ra«» a day. 

I f you dr I nk alcohol » 
4o to I n noderat Ion. 



be mlnlmlied, H|-,t*rv rnrtDooent* and not make recommendations. Hot 



"Riank spaces 
all dietary crawijufw- » «■ - — u--.^* Ht«Aj«M 
hfl» not been tinned to cancer or heart disease. 

Z . — - ---iiiii:^ - — - "" 

^O^pio- carbohydrate* are prJaiarlly starches. 

. -hlch IS found ir, foods such as f-ults and vegetables. 

-^Naturally oc«.,rring sugar is sugar which is tou u 

r:^^:^ - " - - - - " ~ r: "j:z'Z.,.. .... 

Hon ant) iW'arB, IVOU. u 



Health, Paopi«. Th« Surgeon G«n»- a "OP"^ 

..pared t.. Oep-rW. ... .,.:c.,t. d H.a.t...d.c, 



O 

M 
X 



Oiatar, Gold.!.--* t.^ Wlcan. - pr. 



ase<1. 



^ , tr. sarond .d.t,on .0^«*«r ...M 

.... V , - 0, .t^r^^i---^^ 



VMr I'*" 



, AsvK 'etion - prepared by th« Cawi «" 
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NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

•nil ■ in TK-'S \, |'.. ( A 'VMI-s. .I>>';. I, , ■,\iin 



OfFK F Of THf PREilDEKT 



May 10, 1984 



Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director 

Resources, Community, and Economic 

Development Division 
United states General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

This is a response to the invitation afforded by 
your letter of March 14, to review and comment upon 
the General Accounting Office's draft report entitled, 
National Academy of Sciences' Reports on Diet and 
Health — Are They Credible and Consistent ? it is my 
understanding that similar requests for views have 
been addressed separately to individual members of the 
two study committees involved in the preparation of 
the reports in question. Towards Healthful Diets 
(1980) and Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer (1982). 

Our comments on the wording of the draft report 
are minor in nature and have been provided separately 
to your staff. Since this report will come to the 
attention of officials in both the Congress and the 
Administration, the Academy's unique role as a 
quasi-public advisory body and how it assures the 
validity and credibility of National Research Council 
reports should be made clear. In this regard, your 
draft report provides an objective commentary on the 
Academy's processes that govern the provision of 
advice to the government under its charter on scien- 
tific and technical issues. 

The draft provides, in our view, a balanced dis- 
cussion of the nature of the controversies and issues 
raised by these two National Research Council 
studies. I especially we^c^me the recognition in your 
review that legitimate and valid differences in judg- 
ment may exist, among scientists in their interpreta- 
tion of scientific evidence. As you indicate, these 
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Mr . J . Oexter Peach 
May U), 1984 



(^^saqreenent-s are often hard to communicate clearly to 
the pubUc which feels more comfortable w^th cateqoric 
a. swers to que3tions about such issues, as diet and 
health . 

The National Research Council, the operating arm 
of the National Academy of Sciences and the National 
Academy of Engineering, releases about 300 study 
reports each year, many involving maDor public policy 
x-ssues. we are constantly seeking ways to imptove the 
rcnveyance of scientific information in these study 
reports to the public. Thus your observation on 
changes that we might consider to facilitate the 
provision of advice and information to the government 
and the American public are especially useful and will 
be given careful study. 

I should like to comment briefly upon your sugges- 
tions on ways in which the public ^^el^ase of our 
reports are handled. We have found that it is often 
appropriate, in a news release, to provide specific 
examples for illustrative purposes. If example is 
not directly derived from the study, your suggestion 
IS well taken that it might be useful to make that 
point clearer in the release. We recognize that there 
is room for improvement in the process of preparing 
news releases in order that a clear summary of a 
report's findings and recommendations reaches the 
public, we have and will continue to address these 
i<3su.-s .in discussions among National Research Council 
officials. Coupled with the uses of the news release 
IS the equally important need for insuring that from 
the beginning of a study committee members recognize 
and understand uow- their report will be used and who 
will be tne report's ultimav.e audience. 

\iv aupreciate your r-iteration of th^.' noo'i for 
t^cUional'Research Council study conmi 1 1 oe.s to cle^t r/ 
.M>t forth how and on what basis they reacheci thr'ir 
,-<;nrlur,ionG and recommendations. This objective ha:. 
l,..,.n a CPMttal theme of the Academic;:' iU'port i-.'vu-v. 
(VMiini i 1 1 <'e . 
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Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
May 10, 1984 
Page 3 



Ko^,. -ISO suggest that apparent discrepancies 
Moh^k" °" related topics might for clarifica- 

tion be noted in the letter of transmittal. As a 
general rule, we have found that use of the trans- 
mittal letter as a substantive cofnmentary ori the 
report should be done sparingly and with care. 
Contextual differences between reports and their 
covering transmittal letters can be confusing to the 

fro ""^^^^^ *, P^^^^^PS where differences in studies 
are sufficiently pronounced as to require explanation, 
this point could be noted in the transmit talle??eJ? 
While each committee is accountable for the substan- 
tive content of its report, the institution also has^ a 
responsibility for assuring Lhat reports are as 

accoSnt'^?^??^'^^^ '^^^ ^^^^ committee has taken 

account of differences in judgment within the scien- 
tific community. as exhibited in other scientific 
reports and papers. 

As public debate on questions of diet and health 
continues, and as further public statements are forth- 
coming from within and outside the government on this 
subject, It is important that the public have con- 
fidence that recommendations on diet are based upon 
sound underlying scientific evidence and draw up&f'^the • 
judgments of the nation's best scientists.' We b-lieve 
that the National Acaddmry of Sciences has an important 
role in building such public confidence. From. that 
vantage point, your comparative review of these two 
National Research Qouncil reports should be helpful in 
conveying this confidence to the public reader. 

In conclusion, I express a-iain appreciation for 
the opportunity afforded us to comment upon vour draft 
feport. We also were pleased to be of assistance to 
your sta f thtoughout their review. 



fCAO Nr)TP: NAP 



Yours sincere 





Frank Pres.'^ 
President 



'*^''9Qestea changes in the report's word i nq 
furnished separately, were " ' 

reji'-ir t" . 1 * 



incorporated wher^^ appropriate in t ho 
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^ ^ nePARTiaSNT OP HEALTH feHU WAN S18VSCES OHte. »♦ inop««or 0««*ii 



Mr, Ri.hard L. Fogel 
Direct.or, Human Resources 

Di V ision 
United States General 

Accounting Office tft 
Washington) D.C. 20^48 

Dear Mr. Fogei: 

T.K. secretary a..ed that ■ ---J. ^ ^o- 

'':r^.r:::::' rerorj^oroiara^rkarteL. Thev c.^arw. 

appreciate the opportunity to comment on this dratt .port 
betore its publication. 

Sincerely yours, 



Richard P. Kusjserow 
inspector General 



F.nc 1 nsu I 
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

COMMENTS OP TH E DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN S ERVICES 

ON THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICERS D RAFT REPORT 

"NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SeiBNCB6 ' REPOftl'^ 6N DIET "anD 
HEALTH—ARE THEY CREDIBLE AND CONSISTENT?" 

General Coauaents * 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report presents a 
reasonaole review of the issues related to real or perceived 
differences between the two National Academy of Sciences 
reports: Toward Healthful pieta and Diet, Nutrit ion and 
Cancer . ' 

The following technical comments on the draft report were 
provided by members of the BHS Nutrition Policy Board and 
other BHS officials to whom it was distributed. 

Technical Comments 

[GAO NOTE: The agency's "Technical Comments" have been deleted 
and suggested changes nave been incorporated in the report except 
as discussed on p. 29 and p. 49.] 
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To 



DtFA«TWENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 



Public Health S«rvic» 



S 1984 

Directar / 

Oaiter for rocA Safety 

and ^ll«d Nutrition (HFP-1) 

GfO Draft of a Prpposert Report on ths Natit»«l Academy of Sciences' (NAS) 
Reports on Diet and Health 

J.M. ftGinnis, M.D. 

Deputy Assistant SecretAry for Healt h 

(Disease Prevent- on and Health Pronoticn) 



this GftO docxrant accurately describes the processes used by the NAS to 
prtxJuce the tawo reports, Tamrd Healthful Diets (1980) and fiiet. Ritrition, 
and cancer (1982), and cbjecUvely explains the reasons for apparmt 
difference s in eow of tj»it oonclusiona about the relationship of diet to 
>^lth and their dietary reoonwendations for the public. The docurent - 
includes that the dietary reoanmandations of the too MAS docu«nta 
TOie similar than they aie different, and that the differences are relief 
priitarily to disagreetfint in scientist's philosophies about what scxeffitific 
^idence is sufficient for providing dietary advice to ^^P^^^^f^^J^. , 
report prudently avoids both the evaluation of the scientific nethodologies 
used in developing the reports and the assessment of the validity of their 
dietary recorwendations. 

•ne draft is generally well prepared, but needs sane technical revisions. 
The following are major points, and other mijnor technical revisions are 
listed cx\ the attachrent. 

Cn page 2, paragraph 3, the draft indicates that the Food and ^ 
Nutrition Board wrot£» Tbward Healthful Diets "to carbat food fads. 
However, the Board states very clearly in the introduction to this 
publication that its ooncem was related to'-the flood of dietary 
recarmendations currently being made to the Anerican public m the 
twpe that a variety of chronic degenerat-ive diseases may be prevented 
in sere persons." Although dietary fads could he a Jall-^t if 
■ dietary guictelines were not prudently presented to the public, tood 
fads are not mentioned as being the purpor - of the publication and 
this statenent wpuld be subject to criticism unless reworded. 

On page 31, the draft' states that . ■ 

the Ftaod and Nutrition Board did not make a reocitmendation in tne 
fat/cholesterol area because "it had not been proven that lading 
dietarv cholesterol will reduce the level of cholesterol In the 
blood - In their publication, the Board acknowledged that dietary 
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J.M. MaGimis, «4.D. 

Deputy Aaaiffbant Secretary for Health 

(Disease Prevention and Health Pnxnotion) 



cholesterol can have acne effect on lowering cholesterol blood levelst 
its BBjor concern ma that Uie assuiption had »>t beei tttoquately 
tested at that tine that nAxS/a high aenm cholesterol levels will 



[GAO NOTE: The page numbers in FDA's comments have been c'.anged 
to reflect those in the final report. On p. 2 of the report, the 
report's wording has been revised to accurately reflect the FNB ' s 
objectives in preparing Toward Healthful Diets , and on p. 31, the 
report was revised and a footnote was added to make the discussion 
about FNB's views on dietary cholesterol accurate and clear, -"he 
agency's "Additional Technical Comments" have been deleted anr 
suggested changes to the report made where appropriate.] 




Attachment 



CC: Ijois .»dams (HFA-10) 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 



Human Nutrition 

information 

Service 



APPENDIX VII 



Belcrest Road 
Hyattsville, Maryland 
20782 



Mr. .1. Dexter leach, Director 

Resources, Community and Economic Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

AKencles of the U.S. Department of -rlculture (l-SDA) that are most 
concerned with diet nnd health matters have reviewed the proposed draft 
report entitled, "National Academy of Sciences' Reports on Diet and 
Health--Are They Credible and Consistent?" 

General Comments : 

The report appears to provide the Information requested and makes useful 
suggestions for changes in reporting that the National Academy of Sciences 
(NAS) Wight Implement or continue to aid public understanding. 

USDA agrees with the Academy official 'a statement that "In areas where 
complex scientific questions remain to be answered, two groups of 
scientists could review the same scientific data and come to different but 
supportable conclusions." Such differences can be better understood In 
reports that set forth procedures used in arriving at conclusions and 
clearly differentiate between scientific fact and judgement. Reports on 
topics of great public interest, suCh as those on diet and health, might 
discuss disagreements on the conclusiveness of the evidence among 
committee members, if such disagreements exist. USDA agrees that the 
Academy should continue to emphasize these reporting needs to , its 
comml t tees . 

It does not appear that the two committees of the National Academy of 
Sciences had differences in summarizing the scientific knowledge relevant 
to the topic reports. Rather, they differed as they attempted to suggest 
policy guidelines from an uncertain science base. Such differences might 
be expected. One approach that might minimize misinterpretation in future 
instances such as this follows: The National Academy of Sciences might be 
asked ■-'> describe and summarize the extent and boundaries of scientific 
Knowu .^v;t> which relate to a specific probleui, but the task of developing 
national policy might be left to the appropriate responsible governmental 
•igcnry. 



(CAO NOT 



TK: These comments are discussed on p. 49 of the report.] 
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Specific coamnts ; 

1. Pageili. The GAO report points out that the "press releases 
contained examples of foods which were not mentioned In the reports." On 
page 111 GAO recommends that In the future, press releases make clear that 
the foods are given for illustrative purposes." It would appear that If 
such releases are to be issued, a further step should be recommended--that 
the chairman of the study group should review the press release to assure 
that It Is truthful and not misleading. 

[GAO NOTE: The page numbers in USDA's comments have been changed 
to reflect those in the final report. This comment is discussed 
on p. 29, where we indicate NAS procedures provide for review of 
press releases for technical accuracy.] eview or 

2. ^age 19, paragraph 6 . "The committee believed that These individuals 
nutrition professionals, government policymakers, etc.) would translate 

it the report) for the public as they saw fit..." This seems to be part 
of the problem: since different groups Interpreted the summary In 
different ways, and chose different, foods to use "for illustrative 

t^I^M*!;" ^" K*'^" appeared to be more controversy about 

the findings than might have occurred if a short statement had been 
written for the general public by the study group. 



[GAO NOTE: The Diet, Nutrition^ and c^nn^^ executive summary was 
intended for public readers, and was prepared by the study group.] 

^' Page 20. paragraph 2 . Ihe comment tlial the E\«;cuLive Sair.iT,c-,ry ' s 
statements about committee conclusions almost exactly repeat the language 
found in other sections of the report may be true. However, the Kxecutlve 
Summary, through what was not picked up from the main body of the report, 
loses much of the tentatlveness in which the main report's findings are 
couched. While the committee may have intended thav the summary not stand 
alone, unfortunately many busy readers have not and will not read the 
whole report. USDA recommends that the flavor of the main report, as well 
as its findings, should be clear from the Executive Summary. 



(GAG NOTE: This comment is discussed on p. 29, where we indicate 
the executive summary underwent standard NAS report review.] 

Page p aragraph 6 . Draft press releases are s.-nf tn th. - > ^ 

commUtee staff for technical review." Whit L the I , 
staff Th ^h^e n,- 'rview. wnac Is the ad hoc committee 

Vmmlttee? '''''''' "^^^ - — -ther 



P^ae J8-i..^aarM!Li- The second report title .should be Dietary 
i^^not Dietary Guidelines. Otherwise, the USDA/DHHS re,or. :i lL,., 



J- ^^^ootmte^. Complex carbohydrates include starch as well .s 
fiber, pecMn and oligosaccharides. i-ir^n, a.s wt 1 1 .^s 
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7 P»o« AS footnote D. Probably should specify "unprocessed" fruits and 
'^efr-W7^e6 fruits are packed with sugar, added s.«ar Is noc 
"naturally-occurring." Also, milk and some other dairy products contain 
the sugar lactose. 

8. Page 63 . The brief statement on USDA's review of Diet Nutritio ^^ 
clnc^^^les that USDA proposed an alternate f^'^.^^^^^/.f^ 
—^r: of calories from fat. This Is not correct. US )A cited Its 
difficulty m developing diets, at suggested energy levels, made up of 
clllonly used foods that provide recommended levels of ^ "m n« an 
minerals and 30 percent of calories from fat at s-J^-ted ^o^l ll'^^^'^ 
levels. Because of this USDA proposes to develop dietary guidance 
materials at tac leveis up to 35 percent v.f .«lurle=.. 

Sincerely, • 



u 



ISABEL D. WOLF 
Administrator 



[GAO NOTE: 
response 



- Chanqes and additions to the report were made in 
to specific technical comments where appropriate.! 
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Department of Biochemtstry 



Co.i<»ge o\Ag..c..j'!ufai i L 'p Scene !■<- 
University o' Wisconsm-Maa son 

421.1 Henry Man 

M idi'M-in W.sconS'H 53^06 USA 



April 18, 1984 



Mr. J. Dexte.r Peach 
Resources, Community, and 

Economic Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: ; 

I have enclosed my coosnents on the GAO report on the NRC/^AS reports 
on diet and health. y 

Judging from the parts of the report with which I am familiar, it 
provides a clear and basically accurate picture of the information 
provided to the GAO about the background and development of the two 
reports. It raises a number of pertinent questions about controversies 
over relationships among diet, nutrition and health and disease that 
deserve consideration by scientific organizations and policy makers. 

Despite the care that has been exercised in assembling and presentinR 
the material, there are a number of places, listed below as specific 
comments, in which some changes in wording or phraseology would, in my 
judgment, increase accuracy or improve understanding of the report and 
the issues raised in it. 

Some of the issues raised by the report should, 1 believe, be 
given greater emphasis. These are the subject of the general comments 
below. They have implications broadly for public policy that is based 
on scientific knowledge. There is a tendency in this country toward 
viewing the scientist as a magician who, in some obscure and little- 
understood way, provides simple solutions for highly complex problems 
This IS particularly true in relation to problems of health and disease. 
It raises unrealistic expectations and, sometimes, leads to irrational 
P.iblir policies. It seems to me incumbent upon scientists in the National 
Academy and in various professional scientific societies to assume 
responsibilitv ior providing the public and policy makers w.th information 
about the methods of scientific inquiry, the strengths c:nd the limitation- 
ol the pl-ocess, anu the problems that must be faced when sncntifi. 
knowledge is used as the basis for public policy. The com rovers . .-s 
raised by the two NRC reports discussed in t-tu s GAO report have focused 
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Mr. J. Dex-ter Peach 
April 18, 1984 
Page 2 



attentUn on these problems. It would no seem to me out of P - ^ 
the GAO to emphasUe forcefully the need for the P""' 
and for scientists, in general, to give these problems the attention 
they deserve. 



Sincerely yours, 
■■^ A. !>r Harper 




Enclosure 
AEH-.ck 



*.v,^ "ron*>ral Comments" have been 
ir.AO notf: The paqe numbers in 'he General comme ^^^^^^.^ 



;.;nJd';o reV'leSt those in the final -P-^'^, ^d": ^n^es 

a^Sui^n^ rt;r;:prt\^re".t:i^^:^e^:L:rapp.opriate., 



or 



APPENDIX VIII APPENDIX VIII 

COMMENTS ON GAO REPORT ON NRC/NAS REPORTS ON DIET AND HEALTH 

A. E Harper 

General Comme nts 

The major issue that is responsible for controversy over reports on diet 
and health is raised in paragraph 2 of the cover summary, in the last sentence 
of paragraph 2 on p. ii, and in the section beginning just below the middle 
of p. ivand continuing through to p. v. It is "What type of evidence 
should be required before advice on the relationship between diet and health 
(or disease] is offered to the public?" The GAO reports seems not to confront 
this issue directly. 

The issue is not strictly a scientific issue; it is a public policy 
issue. Resolution of such issues depends upon judgement as to the strength 
of the scientific evidence required before taking an action. There would 
appear to be little difference in viewpoint between the two committees whose 
reports serve as examples in the- GAO report regarding the strength cf the 
scientific evidence. The Diet, Nutrition and Cancer Committee states on p. 
1-1 "...it is HOC yet possible to make firm scien^fic pronouncements about 
the association between diet and cancer." The Food and Nutrition Board 
declined to make specific recommendations for this reason. It is clear that 
the issue is one ol judgement: to recommend or not to reconuneiid when the 
evidence is not f i rm. 

I feel that this problem should be brought to the tore and 'tacci squcirt-ly. 
It IS essentially the problem that faces any jury. How strong must the- 
evidence be before an action is taken? Must the evidentr lu- i luont r ove r 1 1 b i 
Can It 1... circumstantial? If U ks circumstantial, ,ioes a single doubt ahuut 
Its consistency make it i nadequa le> Some of these points arc hrou^ht <,ut in 
the section following p. 38, but I find myself l,.fl with l tu- . t pss i ..n th,.t 
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the viewpoints of the two Committees ar. consniere.i equally valid bec.us. 
there are no guidelines. Therefore, there is little to be done other than 
ask co^nittees to explain the basis for their conclusions, or ask th. Acade.y 
President to state what evidence is sufficient. A judge is expected to ^ 
explain this to a jury, but he/she does it. not from personal belief, but 
from knowledge of long-standing legal tradition based on debates, discussions 
and analyses of the nature of evidence over the years. 

1 should, therefore, like to see a recommendation included m the GAO 
report requesting that the Academy be asked' to convene a broadly based committee 
to consider the question of developing guidelines for determining when scien- 
tific evidence is adequate to serve as the basis for establishing public 
policy. Such a committee should be asked to deal specifically with the 
question of the importance of being able to predict accurately the outcome ot 
a public policy reconimendat ion . 

[GAO NOTE: This comment is discussed on p. 49 where j"^^^^^^ 
li^AU NUit.. V . . qides of the question about whether 

autdeHn:' lor^ubUc recommendations are feasible or needed NAS 
^ay :lsh to cons^^^ Dr. Harper's suggestion in that context.] 

The second general comment has to do with the appropriateness ot the 
National Academy accepting contracts that require recommendations tor tho 
puhh. on controversial issues. Should the Academy not be asked to review 
tins M^»estioM> The Academy, the NRC and its Commit.tees are appropriate- 
lH„hes tor doinK analyses ..t questions but the analysis, it seems to me. 
should dftermine whether recommendations are approp r i at «• . not the n'-'xl'"-- 

^r'de::i:r>ed".iaeUn:rhad tLy not believed the sclent.e.c 
evidence warranted them.] 
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T^iirdly, I am concerned about, the procedures used by the Academy in 
developing reports.^^^ It is evident from the description of the procedure m 
the GAG repgrt that the Diet, Nutrition and Cancer report was in large measure 
a staff report rather than a Committee report. The literature searches, 
preliminary analyses of research studies and preparation of background papers 
on snentific- issues were done by staff. The staff "selected 1,874 studies 
tfuit wouhi form the basis of committee conclusions." There can be little 
^loubt th,U staff input was substantial. This raises a question about the 
appropr idt(»ness ol Academy procedures for contracted reports. The role of 
statf in the preparation of reports should be examined critically by the 
Aiademy and the NRC . 

[GAO NOTE: Dr. Harper's comment refers to a discussion on p. 18 
which in the draft report contained misleading information about 
the role of NAS staff in supporting the Diet, Nutrition and Cancer 
Committee. This section has been revised to reflect accurate 
information provided by NAS staff and Diet, Nutritionr and Cancer 
Committee members in their written and oral comments on the draft 
report . ] 

Fourthly, it seems to me that the differences between the conclusions of 
the Diet, Nutrition dn(i Cancer report and the Toward Healthful Diets are not 
f)rc)u><ht out c learly. In more than- one place there are statements to the '^^ 
effect that the reports were written for different purposes, etc. (p. ill), 
but sul)se(]uent ly tlie similarity of the two reports is emphasized. This 
IS I ru(uis i stent . The recommendations of Mie Diet, Nutrition ajul Cancer 
lepurt were directe.i specifically toward cancer prevention and did not include 
m <3nuneri(j.il I ons for maintenance of health by healthy people. Some parts ot 
the' rei umnienddt ions in this report overlapped inadvertently with some of 
those in loward Healthful Diets, but none ot the recommendations in Towarci 
Hr.ilthtul Diets was directed toward disease preveniimi. There is thus a 
J'.tsK d 1 s.iKr t't-mcMit m the two sets of recommendations. It seems to me thai 
1 ; s liltrrtTue sliDiild be emphasi?eii. 

(GAO NOTE: We believe the NAS reports' differences are adequately 
brought out in the report.] 
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Fifthly, in view of the paragraph at the bottom of p. 3-14 of the Diet. 
Nutrition and Cancer report, indicating that the Conunittee did not present 
critical reviews of the research it cited and did not want to place too much 
emphasis oij^the results of the individual studies it reviewed, it is difficult 
to accept the view that the report represents a critical reviev, rather than 
a compilation, of the literature on thi subject. 
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MSyO Cli.niC Rochester, Minnesota 55905 Telephone 507 284-251 1 



C. Wayne Callaway, M.D. 

tiukKrinolaii\ • t -i o tnoA 

and Internal Medicine April 18, 1984 

J. Dexter Peach, Director 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Resources, Community, and Economic 

Development Division 
Food Coordination and Analysis Staff 
Roan 4073-F 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 2054.8 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

Thank you for sharing with me the draft of the proposed report on the 
Nat io nal Academy of Sciences* Reports on Diet and Health — Are They Credible 
and Consistent? 

I think that the GAO staff has done a ccimiendable job in responding to 
the charge given GAD by various menixjrs of congress. As the draft points 
out, the two reports in question were prepared by different groups, with 
different philosophies, for different purposes, at different times, and with 
vastly different resources. In any scientific area that is "alive and well", 
one can ejcpect legitimatG differences of. opinion. One of the tasks in 
asserrbling expert panels is to represent such differences appropriately. In 
general, the National Academy of Sciences has procedures which allow for this 
to occur. As noted in the GAD draft, several mDdificatoins in NAS procedures 
have been instituted, following the reaction to publication of Toward Healthful 
Diets . I think that these modifications are appropriate. I would, perhaps, 
go one step further and suj^est that it is impossible to ctoose experts who 
are free from bias. Anyone sufficiently well informed will undoubtedly have 
drawn conclusions already as to how existing data should be interpreted. Ttiat 
being the case it then beccn^ desirable to assure that the conposition of 
expert panels accurately reflects the rang^ of legitimate scientific opinion 
on any given subject. This is an ideal that is rarely (if ever) achieved — 
but it is ono that should bo explicit In the selection of expert panels. 

Although I can well synpathize with the desire for rxinsistency in dietary 
advice, I would agree fully with the conclusion that consistency with previous 
reports i-;hould not be one of the criteria for evaluating the future reports 
from the NAS. The steps that are proposed are constructive ones, namely, 
review of new reports for obvious inconsistencies and att€}rrptinf to address 
such inconsistencies directly when new recorrmendat ions appear* Hiis would 
probably help clarify the significance of any new report and reduce the 
tendency to present it in an adversarial manner. 
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Mr. J. Dexter Peach -2- April 18, 1984 



Although I respect the reasons why the NAS declined to peiroit review 
of internal documents concerning caimittee members' potential conflicts of 
interest and reviewers' comnents regarding both reports, I think that the 
absence of direct review represents a major limitation in the GAO draft. 
It would seem to me that appropriate levels of confidentiality could be 
maintained by deleting the names of the individual panel members and re- 
viewers, while still allowing GAO access to information needed in order to 
determine whether or not NAS procedures were followed. As it stands, the 
GAO draft sinply reiterates the assurance provided by NAS that this was the 
case. 

There is one mjor misrepresentation in the draft , a misrepresentation 
that was based upon the t^stiirony of the foiroer president of NAS during the 
congressional hearings referred to. Oa page 10, paragraph 1, it is stated 
that withdrawal of the USDA contract left the Food and Nutrition Board with 
no outside funds to conduct it's review of relationships among dietary 
factors and health. Hiis statement is probably correct in regard to decisions 
made at the June 1978 FNB meeting. However, during the development of the 
draft for Toward Healthful Diets and prior to it's release, the n©/NAS 
contracted with the National Institute of Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive 
Diseases to carry out a 3-year study on this very topic. Thus, thi assertion 
that the FNB had no funds tp do an adequate study or to publish a fully 
referenced document would seem to be incorrect." Given the existence of the 
NIH contract , one must wonder why the FNB proceeded to publish Toward Healthful, 
Diets on it's own when it was already contracted to develop a more corrprehensive 
piETTcation during the next three years. The NIH contract was not mentioned 
during the two congressional hearings following publication of Toward Healthful 
Diets, and I do not know that rehashing the subject at this time will be of 
BubTTc benefit. Perhaps the slitplest way to deal with this i&sue would be to 
delete the discussion of the USDA/NAS contract. As for the NIH/NAS contract, 
I understand that the NAS subsequently asked to be, relieved of it's ccwnitment 
and that the request was granted. 

Again may I comnend you arid your staff for the fairness, insight, and 
thoroughness reflected in this draft. I do hope that it will prrtve useful. 

Respectfully yours, 

C. Wayne Callaway, M.D. ^ 
Director, Nutrition Consulting Services 

CWC:rlc 

[GAO NOTE: The page number in these comments has been changed to 
reflect that in the final report. According to the FNB Executive 
Secretary, the NIH/NAS contract referred to above does not bear 
the relationship to the Toward Healthful Die ts study which Dr. 
Callaway imputes to it. The report's discussion of the nSDA/NAS 
contract was not changed to respond to this comment.] 
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University of Pittsburgh 

SCHOOL OF MEDICINE 
Oppaitmetit 0) Biochemistry 

April 17. 1984 



Ms Janet Lowden 

Resources. Conununity. and Bconofliic 

Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington. DC 20S48 

Dear Janet: 

I am responding to the letter sent to me by the Director of 
your Division. Dr. J. Dexter Peach, asking me to review the draft 
of a proposed report entitled "National Academy' of Sciences' 
Reports on Diet and Health Are They Credible and Consistent? 
and send comments. 

I gave you some comments over the telephone last week and I aro 
writing this letter to expand on soma of the points that we could 
not cover adequately by telephone. 



fGAO NOTE: The page numbers in the following comments have been 
changed to reflect those in the final report.] 

Page ill "... the dietary advice provided 
by both reports is similar. As I indicated on the telephone I 
think dietary advice la. not similar. It is true that both reports 
urged variety and moderation but Diet. Nutrition and Cancer recom- 
mended avoidance of fat and smoked foods. Furthermore, the basic 
four food groups are not emphasized in the "Diet. Nutrition and 
Cancer" report. 



[GAO NOTE: The discussions in the report about the NAS reports' 
dietary advice has been changed to reflect that both urged variety 
and moderation in diet.1 



o 
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Page V. IC is not fair to say "GAO noted that 
reasons why the Jood and Nutrition Board arrived at its conclu- 
sions about diet's relationship to chronic diseases was not fully 
discussed in the 24-page 1980 report." in fact, it is quite 
extensively discussed with respect to cancer. The report strfted 
on page 14. "the Board believes that in the absence of evidence of 
a causal relationship between the macronutJf ients of the diet and 
cancer there is no basis for making recommendation to modify the 
proportions of these macronutrients in the American diet at this 
time." Again on page 1/ of the 1980 report. unt3r "Decision Making 
and Public Health." the FNB said. "In the case of diseases with 
multiple and poorly understood etiology, such as cancer and cardio- 
vascular disease, the assumption that dietary change will be 
effective as a preventive measure Is controversial." 
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Ms Janet Lowden 
April 17. 1984 - 
Page 2 



(GAO NOTE: The report's digest was revised to clarify that FNB 
did not fully document how and on what basis it arrived at its 
conclusions and reoomnendations.] 

Glossary. The inij^- frmfS^^ff^s^ 
ing because it talKs about «^«J"S?anch of medicil science which 
shJuld read. "Epidemiology is tjat branch o^ ?o measure and analyze 

Soc. Med. ii. 295-300. 1965. 

[GAO NOTE: The primary source of our ^^^i^^^^^" ^^^^^^^'jj^^^^^^ 
is T. Colton and E. R. Greenburg, "Cancer E^Pidemiology, in 
statistics in Me dical Research: Meth ods and Issues. With 
!ppil^ ^M^n« in cancer Researc h (New York: John wiiey 
1982? Whether or not epidemio logy can show cause and effect is a 
dispiUd point' and some%cientiits believe there are conditions 
under which epidemiology can show cause . ^"^f " . ^^^inq m 
<iiQriisslons with Dr. Olson, we determined that he was reterring in 
his comment to obse^vationil epidemiology, not to experimental 
epidemiology.] 

Under Nutrition I suggest the definition. "Nutrition is a 
science of food and its relationship to health. It includes a 
study of the processes by which »n ocganism utilizes the chemical 
components of food " 

Recommended Dietary Allowances . Although the 9th Edition of 
the RDAs gives the definition that you have given, it is misleading 
and should be changed. The RDAs are not average daily amounts of 
nutrients, they are amounts that exceed the average requirement and 
are designed to cover 97% of a healthy population. I suggest it 
read. "The RDA are daily amounts of nutrients recommended to meet 
the known nutritional needs of practically all healthy people. The 
RDA thus exceeds the requirement for most healthy people." 

Page 2. Note agai.T the definition of Nutrition as 
defined above. 

Page 2. "... differ in their need for food due to ^ 
factors like age, heredity , and . . . 

Page 14. "During a June 1978 meeting. FNB 

established' the initial six-person task force " As I pointed 

out to you, the original task force was Carta Hanson of Utah State 
University. Chairman, with the membership being Alf in-Slater , 
Harrison, Kritchevsky, Olson, and Rosenberg, which was altered 
about six months later to elevate me to chairman in place of Hanson 
and to add Harper to the list. The final task force was Olson. 
Chairman. Alf in-Slater . Harper. Harrison. Kritchevsky. and 
Rosenberg. 
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Pa9« 17. "The FNB was directing its 

report to scientists as well as health care personnel, dietitians, 
USDA extension agents, and academi cians , but it was using a format 
similar to the RDAs. which in the 9th Edition in 1980 contained a 
much smaller bibliography than the total papers reviewed. It was 
written in a style, furthermore, that was clearly scientific but 
not pedantic. 

Page 18. Did. th() st^ff or the Committee select the 1.874 
papers for review? I c«>nsider it a great weakness of the report 
if the Committee (*id not personally, as working scientists, select 
the papers for review. In the FNB report, all papers for review 
were selected and critiqued by the task force. 

{GAO NOTE: This comment refers to a discussion on p. 18 of the 
report which in the draft report contained misleading information 
about the of NAS staff regarding the Diet, Nutrition, and 

Cancer Committee. The discussipn was revised jEor accuracy on the 
basis of written and oral comments from NAS staff and Diet, 
Nutrition, ajfld Cancer Committee Members.] 



Page 33. y It is not true that Toward Healthful 

Diets was writ^n only for people who deal with the public in 
providing nutrition advice. It was also written for scientists as 
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M8 Janet Lowden 
April 17. 1984 
Page 3 



a concise summary 'of our state o£ knowledge about the relationship 
of diet to health. 

Page 36. Again let me emphasize the point that the two diets 
do not offer similar dietary advice. They are similar in terms of 
basic recommendations about variety and moderation but not in terms 
of more specific recommendations about fat and smoked foods. 

Page 40. The types of evidence cited as being 

used to provide information ace too limited and inaccurate. It 
should read. "Types of evidence used to provide information to 
scientists on diet and health issues included clinical medicine, 
clinical investigation, both observational and experimental 
epidemiology (clinical trials), and laboratory studies including 
in vitro and vivo studies in experimental animals and in 
Taacteria. Clinical Investigation, in contrast to epidemiology, 
involves a small number of human subjects' who are intensively 
studied by the experimental method. Baseline observations are 
taken, an experimental Variable interposed, changes ace studied, 
and the individual returned to the baseline status. This can 
involve drugs, diets, exercise, and most any other experimental 
variable." It should also be listed- in the next paragraph. 

The idea that epidemiology allows scientists to study doses of 
substances which people are actually exposed to is not entirely 
accurate because it is very difficult to measure doses that free 
living Americans are exposed to. including drugs, toxins, pollu- 
tants, and dietary components. I think it is important to point 
out that epidemiologic studies can only determine associations 
between host and environmental variables and disease but cannot 
prove cause and effect. To that extent they are "not as carefully 
controlled as either clinical or animal experiments." 

[GAO NOTE: In discussion with Dr. Olson, we agreed to revise the 
report on p. 41 by adding a footnote, and to include clinical 
investigations as part of the definition of laboratory tests in 
the glossary. We also revised the discussion about epidemiology 
to make it more accurate. However, Dr. Olson's objection about 
epidemiologic evidence refers to observational epidemiology but 
^ clinical intervention trials, which are part of experi- 

_ri<3emiology . For that reason, we did not change our defi- 
^of epidemiologic studies.] 

"laboratory, clinical, and 

ic data. " 




AO " cohort studies are incidence 

suims V A cohort is actually a group of individuals selected for 
studV. but the Primer of gpidemioioav by Gary Friedman (McGraw 
HiVl 1974) defines a cohort study as an incidence study. In other 
words you select a cohort of individuals, such as in Framingham. 
who are healthy at the time that you select them and then yo^ 
follow them for a period of time in order to determine the appear- 
ance of new disease (incidence). Incidence measures the appearance 
of new disease, where prevalence measures the rate of existing 
disease. 87 
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Ma Janet Lowden 
April 17. 1984 

Page 4 . 

case-control studies are different from cohort 
studies. A case-control study is a study of cases which are 
selected for the presence of disease, aatched to a group of 
controls similar in age. sex. occupation, and other pertinent 
characteristics, who do not have the disease. These two groups ace 
then compared for a variable liKe smoking, cof f ee>drinking. or 
high-fat diets. Cohort studies, as indicated, are studies in which 
a cohort is selected and the appearance of new disease measured 
over a period of years. These are both so-called observational 
epidemiology, if you do experimental epidemiology you impose a 
variable. 

If you take a cohort and divide it in two and give one-half of 
the total group a treatment and the other half not you are doing a 
clinical trial. For example, the recent Lipid Center Trial with 
cholestyramine is experimental epidemiology. In this case, 4000 
type II heterozygous hyper lipidemics were selected. Half of them 
were given a placebo and half of them given the drug cholestyra- 
mine. After eight years the plasma cholesterol levels and disease . 
incidence were compared in the two groups. 

Page 43. "Both groups say that when the 

scientific evidence converges from laboratory tests, clinical 
investigations, and epidemiologic studies then the evidence is 
sufficient to make recommendations.'* 

Page 44. The title should be The 

"probability of benefit" school or the " possibility of benefit " 
school as compared on page 43 to the "proof of benefit" school. 
This is essentially because both schools are looking at preventive 
medicine and evaluating the likelihood that a given treatment will 
prevent a disease. 

Finally. I refer you to the recent report. "A Prospective on 
Diet, Nutrition, and Cancer" by Michael Pariza (Journal American 
Medical Association, 1455-1458. March 16. 1994} which also 

compares the two reports of the subject of your GAO report. It 
takes up many of the issues that you have discussed in your report. 

It was very nice working with you and talking with you and I 
look forward to seeing the final report. 



ve^^ sincerely j^ours. 



Robert .E. '6l sow, M.D.. Ph.D. 
Professor of Biochemistry 
Professor of Medicine 

REOtyh > 
Enclosure *■ 
cc; Dr. J. Dexter Peach 

fGAO NOTE: Specific comments regarding the report's clarity and 
accuracy have been considered and changes made where appropriate 
to the report.} 

(097696) 
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